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FOREWORD 


With glad thanksgiving to God we send the eighth volume 
of “THe FUNDAMENTALS” to English-speaking Protestant 
pastors, evangelists, missionaries, theological professors, theo- 
logical students, Y. M. C. A. secretaries, Y. W. C. A. secre- 
taries, Sunday School superintendents, religious lay workers, 
and editors of religious publications, throughout the earth. 
Like its precedessors, this volume goes out with the prayer 
that, by the blessing of the Lord, the carefully and prayerfully 
selected articles which it contains may strengthen earnest be- 
lievers, may warn and re-establish in the truth those who are 
wavering in their faith, and lead unrepentant sinners to con- 
viction of sin and to faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. 

The Lord has blessed abundantly the former volumes of 
“THE FUNDAMENTALS” and thousands of earnest letters from — 
Christian men and women in almost every land bear witness to 
the fact that He is using the consecrated efforts of His serv- 
ants to the advancement of His cause and to His glory. The 
Circle of Prayer has again grown in numbers since we sent 
out the seventh volume; and the work of “THe FUNDAMEN- 


TALS” and of the Committee to which the two Christian lay- 


men have entrusted the editing and publishing of these books, 
and the two Christian laymen themselves are remembered 
daily by the faithful members of this Circle of Prayer before 
the throne of grace. May many others also join this Circle 
of Prayer, and unite with its present members in earnest sup- 
plication that the truth may “run and be glorified” and the 
needed world-wide revival of true religion may come. 

We ask all the friends of “Tur FuNDAMENTALS” for 
special prayer that He who answers prayer may continue to 
lead and guide in the undertaking, so that the good will even 
of its enemies and unfriendly critics be gained and that lasting 
results may be accomplished to the glory of God and the 
salvation of men. Keg 

All editorial correspondence should be addressed to “The 
Fundamentals,’ 123 Huntington Piace, Mount Auburn, Cin- — 
cinnati, Ohio, U. S. A. Manuscripts submitted without being 
requested will be returned only if accompanied by return 
postage. 

All business correspondence should be addressed to “Testi- 
mony Publishing Company,’ 808 La Sallie Avenue, Chicago, 
Illinois, U. S. A. 


(See Publishers’ Notice, Page 128.) 
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ws CHAPTER I 
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_ OLD TESTAMENT CRITICISM AND NEW TESTA. 
i: Gal MENT CHRISTIANITY 


BY PROFESSOR W. H. GRIFFITH THOMAS, D. D., 
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Rae. WYCLIFFE COLLEGE, TORONTO, CANADA 

ee ike 

____A large number of Christians feel compelled to demur to 
the present attitude of many scholars to the Scriptures of the 


Old Testament. It is now being taught that the patriarchs of 
_ Jewish history are not historic persons; that the records con- 
ected with Moses and the giving of the law on Sinai are 
-unhistorical ; that the story of the tabernacle in the wilderness 
is a fabricated history of the time of the Exile; that the 
_ prophets cannot be relied on in their references to the ancient 
_ history of their own people, or in their predictions of the 
future; that the writers of the New Testament, who assur- 
_ edly believed in the records of the Old Testament, were mis- 
_ taken in the historical value they assigned to those records; 
that our Lord Himself, in His repeated references to the 
Ee oaces of His own nation, and in His assumption of the 
_ Divine authority of those Scriptures, and of the reality of the 
_ great names they record, was only thinking and speaking as an 
ordinary Jew of His day, and was as liable to error in matiers 
of history and of criticism as any of them were. 

The present paper is intended to give expression to some of 
the questions that have arisen in the course of personal study, 
in connection’ with collegiate work and also during several 
years of ordinary pastoral ministry. It is often urged that 
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problems of Old Testament criticism are for experts alone, 
and can only be decided by them. We venture to question the 
correctness of this view, especially when it is remembered that 
to many people “experts” means experts in Hebrew philology 
only. By all means let us have all possible expert knowledge; — 
but, as Biblical questions are complex, and involve several 
considerations, we need expert knowledge in archaeology, 
history, theology, and even spiritual experience, as well as in 
philology. Every available factor must be taken into account, 
and the object of the present paper is to emphasize certain 
elements which appear liable to be overlooked, or at least in- 
sufficiently considered. 

We do not question for an instant the right of Biblical 
criticism considered in itself. On the contrary, it is a necessity 
for all who use the Bible to be “critics” in the sense of con- 
stantly using their “judgment” on what is before them. What is 
called “higher” criticism is not only a legitimate but a necessary 
method for all Christians, for by its use we are able to discover 
the facts and the form of the Old Testament Scriptures. Our 
hesitation, consequently, is not intended to apply to the method, 
but to what is believed to be an illegitimate, unscientific, and 
unhistorical use of it. In fact, we base our objections.to much 
modern criticism of the Old Testament on what we regard as | 
a proper use of a true higher criticism. 


1. IS THE TESTIMONY OF NINETEEN CENTURIES OF CHRISTIAN 
HISTORY AND EXPERIENCE OF NO ACCOUNT 
IN THIS QUESTION ? 


For nearly eighteen centuries these modern views of the 
Old Testament were not heard of. Yet this is not to be. 
accounted for by the absence of intellectual power and scholar- 
ship in the Church. Men like Origen, Jerome, Augustine, — 
Thomas Aquinas, Erasmus, Calvin, Luther, Melancthon, to 
say nothing of the English Puritans and other divines of the 
seventeenth century, were not intellectually weak or inert, nor 
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were they wholly void of critical acumen with reference to 
Holy Scripture. Yet they, and the whole Church with them, 


never hesitated to accept the view of the Old Testament which 


had come down to them, not only as a heritage from Judaism, 
but as endorsed by the apostles. Omitting ail reference to our 
Lord, it is not open to question that the views of St. Paul and 


St. Peter and St. John about the Old Testament were the 


views of the whole Christian Church until the end of the 
eighteenth century. And, making every possible allowance for 
the lack of historical spirit and of modern critical methods, 


are we to suppose that the whole Church for centuries never 


exercised its mind on such subjects as the contents, history, and 
authority of the Old Testament? 

Besides, this is a matter which cannot be derided by intel- 
lectual criticism alone. Scripture appeals to conscience, heart 
and will, as well as to mind; and the Christian consciousness, 
the accumulated spiritual experience of the body of Christ, is 


“not to be lightly regarded, much less set aside, unless it is 


proved to be unwarranted by fact. While we do not say that 


“what is new is not true,” the novelty of these modern critical 


views should give us pause before we virtually set aside the 
spiritual instinct of centuries of Christian experience. 


2. DOES THE NEW CRITICISM READILY AGREE WITH THE HIS- 


TORICAL POSITION OF THE JEWISH NATION? 


The Jewish nation is a fact in history, and its record is 


- given to us in the Old Testament. There is no contemporary 
_ literature to check the account there given, and archaeology 


affords us assistance on points of detail only, not for any long 
or continuous period. This record of Jewish history can be 
proved to have remained the same for many centuries. Yet much 


__ of modern criticism is compelled to reconstruct the history of 
__ the Jews on several important points. It involves, for instance, 


a very different idea of the character of the earliest form of 


ae 


Jewish religion from that seen in the Old Testament as it now 
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stands; its views of the patriarchs are largely different from 
the conceptions found on the face of the Old Testament nar- 
rative; its views of Moses and David are essentially altered 
from what we have before us in the Old Testament. 

Now what is there in Jewish history to support all this re- 
construction? Absolutely nothing. We see through the centuries 
the great outstanding objective fact of the Jewish nation, and 
the Old Testament is at once the means and the record of their 
national life. It rose with them, grew with them, and it is to 
the Jews alone we can look for the earliest testimony to the 
Old Testament canon. 

In face of these facts, it is bare truth to say that the 
fundamental positions of modern Old Testament criticism 


are utterly incompatible with the historic growth and position — 
of the Jewish people. Are we not right, therefore, to pause — 


before we accept this subjective reconstruction of history? Let — 


anyone read Wellhausen’s article on “Israel” in the Encyclo- 


paedia Britannica, and then ask himself whether he recognizes 
at all therein the story as given in the Old Testament. 


8. ARE THE RESULTS OF THE MODERN VIEW OF THE OLD TESTA- 
MENT REALLY ESTABLISHED? t 


It is sometimes said that modern criticism is no longer a 
matter of hypothesis; it has entered the domain of facts. 
Principal George Adam Smith has gone so far as to say that 
“modern criticism has won its war against the traditional 
theories. It only remains to fix the amount of the indemnity.” 
But is this really so? Can we assert that the results of modern 
criticism are established facts? Indeed Dr. Smith has himself 
admitted, since writing the above words, that there are ques-. 
tions still open which were sttpposed to be settled and closed 
twenty years ago. ° 

In the first place, is the ercessive literary analysis of the 


Pentateuch at all probable or even thinkable on literary- ~ 


grounds? Let anyone work through a section of Genesis as 





ii 
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given by Dr. Driver in his “Introduction”, and see whether 
. such a complex combination of authors is at all likely, or 
_ whether, even if likely, the various authors can now be dis- 
_ tinguished? Is not the whole method far too purely subjective 
_ to be probable and reliable? 
Further, the critics are not agreed as to the number of 
_ documents, or as to the portions to be assigned to each authoz. 
_ A-simple instance of this may be given. It is not so many years: 
ago when criticism was content to say that Isa. 40-66, though 
4B not by Isaiah, was the work of one author, an unknown 
_ prophet of the Exile. But the most recent writers like Duhm, 
k Macfadyen and Wade consider these chapters to be the work of 
two writers, and that the whole Book of Isaiah (from three 






i authors) did not receive its present form until long after the 

ee from the Exile. 

_. Then, these differences in literary analysis involve differ- 

i “ences of interpretation and difterences of date, character, and 
meaning of particular parts of the Old Testament. To prove 

Pye we ask attention to the following extracts from a review 


Kae 


of a work on Genesis by Professor Gunkel of Berlin. The 
review is by Professor Andrew Harper of Melbourne, and 
a appeared i in the “Critical Review” for January, 1902. Profes- 
ih sor Harper’s own position would, we imagine, be rightly char- 
acterized as generally favorable to the moderate position of 
the critical movement. His comments on Gunkel’s book are, 
_ therefore, all the more noteworthy and significant. 
ie » “Tt will change the whole direction of the conflict as to the 
ey early books of the Pentateuch and lead it into more fruitful 
directions, for it has raised the fundamental question whether 
. the narratives in Genesis are not far older than the authors of 
_ the documents marked J. E. P., and whether they are not 
faithful witnesses to the a eo of Israel before prophetic 
times. ” “iis conclusion will, in many respects, be welcome to 
_ those who have felt how incredible some of the assumptions of 
Be iehienest Wellhaucen school of critics are.” 












/ 
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“Tt will be obvious at a glance what an upsetting of current 
conceptions in regard to the history of ‘religion must follow if 
it be accepted.” 

“They are sufficient, if made good, to upset the whole of 
the current reconstructions of the religion of Israel. To most 
readers it will be seen that he has in large part made them 
good.” 

“There can be no doubt that his book most skillfully begins 
a healthy and much-needed reaction. It should, therefore, be 
read and welcomed by all students of the Old Testament whose 
minds are open.” 

In view of Gunkel’s position thus endorsed by Professor 
Harper, is it fair to claim victory fer the modern critical theo- 
ries of the Old Testament? When an able scholar like Pro- 


fessor Harper can speak of a new work as “sufficient to upset 


the whole of the current reconstructions of the religion of — 
Israel,” it is surely premature to speak even in a moment of 
rhetorical enthusiasm, as Dr. George Adam Smith does, of 
“victory” and “indemnity.” Dr. Smith himself now admits 
that Gunkel has overturned the Wellhausen theory of the 
patriarchal narratives. And the same scholar has told us that 
distinction in the use of the name for God is “too precarious” 
as the basis of arguments for distinctions of sources. For 
ourselves we heartily endorse the words of an American ~ 
scholar when he says: ° 

“We are certain that there will be no final settlement of 
Biblical questions on the basis of the higher criticism that is 
now commonly called by that name. Many specific teachings 
of the system will doubtless abide. But so far forth as it goes 
upon the assumption that statements of fact in the Scriptures 
are pretty generally false, so far forth it is incapable of estab- 
lishing genuinely permanent results.”* Sir W. Robertson ~ 





*Dr. G. A. Smith, “Modern Criticism and the Preaching of the 
Old Testament”, p. 35. Dr. Willis J. Beecher, in “The Bible Student 
and Teacher”, January, 1904. : 
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Nicoll, editor of the “British Weekly,” remarked quite recently 


that the “assured results” seem to bé vanishing, that no one 


' really knows what they are. 


4, IS THE POSITION OF MODERN CRITICISM REALLY COMPATIBLE 
WITH A BELIEF IN THE OLD TESTAMENT AS A 
DIVINE REVELATION? 


The problem before us is not merely literary, nor only his- 
torical ; it is essentially religious, and the whole matter resolves 


_ itself into one question: Is the Old Testament the record of a 


~ 


Divine revelation? This is the ultimate problem. It is admit- 


‘ted by both sides to be almost impossible to minimize the 


differences between the traditional and the modern views of 
the Old Testament. As-a reviewer of Dr. George Adam 


- Smith’s book, “Modern Criticism and the Preaching of the Old 


Testament”, rightly says: 
“The difference is immense; they involve different con- 


ceptions of the relation of God to the world; different views 
as to the course of Israel’s history, the process of revelation, 


and the nature of inspiration. We cannot be lifted from the 
old to the new position by the influence of a charming literary 
style, or by the force of the most enthusiastic eloquence.”* 

In view of this fundamental difference, the question of the 


¥ trustworthiness of the Old Testament becomes acute and 
‘pressing. In order to test this fairly and thoroughly, let us 
_ examine some of the statements made on behalf of the modern 


view. 
_ We may consider first the rise and progress of religion in 
Israel. Dr. G. A. Smith says: “It is plain, then, that to what- 


. v ever heights the religion of Israel afterwards rose, it remained 


before the age of the great prophets not only similar to, but in 
all respects above-mentioned identical with, the general Semitic 
religion; which was not a monotheism, but a polytheism with 


an opportunity for monotheism at the heart of it, each tribe 


*“American Journal of Theology”, Vol. VI., p. 114. 
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being attached to one god, as to their particular Lord and 
Father.”* 

Consider what is meant by the phrase, “in all respects 
_ above-mentioned identical with the general Semitic religion,” 
as applied to the religion oi Israel previous to the eighth cen-— 
tury B. C. Can this view be fairly deduced from the Old 
Testament as we now have it? Still more, is such a view 
conceivable in the light of the several preceding centuries of 
God’s special dealings with Israel? Wherein, on this assump- — 
tion, consisted the uniqueness of Israel from the time of — 
Abraham to the eightn century B. C.? i 

We may next take the character of the narratives of Gene- _ 
sis. The real question at issue is the historical character. Mod- 


ern criticism regards the account in Genesis as largely mythical ~ 


and legendary. Yet it is certain that the Jews of the later — 
centuries accepted these patriarchs as veritable personages, — 
and the incidents associated with them as genuine history. St. — 
Paul and the other New Testament writers assuredly held the 
same view. If, then, they are not historical, surely the truths _ 
emphasized by prophets and apostles from the patriarchal 
stories are so far weakened in their supports? 

Take, again, the legislation which in the Pentateuch is as- — 
sociated with Moses, and almost invariably introduced by the — 
phrase, “The Lord spake unto Moses.” Modern criticism 
regards this legislation as unknown until the Exile, or a thou- 
sand years after the time of Moses. Is it really possible to 
accept this as satisfactory? Are we to suppose that “The Lord 
spake to Moses” is only a well-known literary device intended — 
to invest the utterance with greater importance and more 
solemn sanction? This position, together with the generally 
accepted view of modern criticism about the invention of Deu- 
teronomy in the days of Josiah, cannot be regarded as in — 
accordance with historial fact or ethical principle. i 

Canon Driver and Dr. G. A. Smith, it is true, strongly tod 


**Modern Criticism”, p. 130. 
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the compatibility of the new views with a belief in the Divine 
authority of the Old Testament, and so far as they themselves 
are concerned we of course accept their statements ex animo. 
_ But we wish they would give us more clearly and definitely 
than they have yet done, the grounds on which this compati- 
_ bility may be said to rest. To deny historicity, to correct dates 
} i by hundreds of years, to reverse judgments on which a nation 
has rested for centuries, to traverse views which have been 
- the spiritual sustenance of millions, and then to say that all 
Viehis 3 is consistent with the Old Testament being regarded as a 
Divine revelation, is at least puzzling, and does not afford 
i mental or moral satisfaction to many who do not dream of 
Bening the bona fides of scholars who hold the views now 
criticized. The extremes to which Dr. Cheyne has gone seem 
®. ‘te many the logical outcome of the principles with which mod- 
im ern criticism, even of a moderate type, starts. Facilis descensus 
Averno, and we should like to be shown the solid and logical - 
_ halting-place where those who refuse to go with Cheyne think 
iH that they and we can stand. 
Sir W. Robertson Nicoll, commenting March 12, 1903, on a 
if - speech delivered by the then Prime Minister of Great Britain 
i (Mr. Balfour) in connection with the Bible Society’s Cen- 
a, Dretaey made the following significant remarks: “The immedi- 
ate results of criticism are in a high degree disturbing. So far 
A they have scarcely been tinderstood by the average Christian. 
But the plain man who has been used to receive everything in 
the Bible as a veritable Word of God cannot fail to be per- 
id plexed, and deeply perplexed, when he is told that much of the 
_ Old Testament and the New is unhistorical, and when he is 
_ asked to accept the statement that God reveals Himself by myth 
and legend as well as by the truth, of fact. Mr. Balfour must 
delairety know that many of the higher critics have ceased to be 









i 
‘ believers, More than twenty years ago the present writer, 

walking with Julius Wellhausen in the quaint streets of 
iy _ Greifswald, ventured. to ask him whether, if his views were 
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accepted, the Bible could retain its place in the estimation of 
the common people. ‘I cannot see how that is possible,’ was 
the sad reply.” 

It is no mere question of how we may use the Old Testa- 
ment for preaching, or how much is left for use after the | 
critical views are accepted. But even our preaching will lack 
a great deal of the note of certitude. If we are to regard cer- 
tain biographies as unhistorical, it will not be easy to draw les- 
sons for conduct, and if the history is largely legendary, our 
deductions about God’s government and providence must: be 
essentially weakened. But the one point to be faced is the 
historic credibility of those parts of the Old Testament ques- 
tioned by modern criticism, and the historical and religious 
value of the documents of the Pentateuch. Meanwhile, we 
ask to have clear proof of the compatibility of the modern 
views with the acceptance of the Old Testament as the record 


- of a Divine revelation. 


$. IS MODERN CRITICISM BASED ON A SOUND PHILOSOPHY SUCH 
AS CHRISTIANS CAN ACCEPT? 


‘At the foundation of much modern thought is the philoso- 
phy known as Idealism, which, as often interpreted, involves a 
theory of the universe that finds no room for supernatural in- 
terpositions of any kind. The great law of the universe, 
including the physical, mental, and moral rea‘ms, is said to be 
evolution, and though this doubtless presupposes an original — 
Creator, it does not, on the theory now before us, permit of 
any subsequent direct intervention of God during the process 
of development. This general philosophical principle applied to 
history has assuredly influenced, if it has not almost moulded, 
a great deal of modern criticism of the Old Testament. It is 
not urged that all who accept even the position of a moderate 
criticism, go the fuli length of the extreme evolutionary 
theory; but there can be no reasonable doubt that most of the 
criticism of the Old Testament is materially affected by an 
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evolutionary theory of all history which tends to minimize Di- 
vine intervention in the affairs of the people of Israel. It is 
certainly correct to say that the presupposition of much pres- 
ent-day critical reasoning is a denial of the supernatural, and 
_ especially of the predictive element in prophecy. 

As to the theory of evolution regarded as a process of unin- 
terrupted differentiation of existences, under purely natural 
laws, and without any Divine intervention, it will suffice to say 
_that it is “not proven” in the sphere of natural science, 
while in the realms of history and literature it is palpably 

false. The records of history and of literature reveal from 
time to time the great fact and factor of personality, the 
teality of personal power, and this determinative element has a 
peculiar way of setting at naught all idealistic theories of a 
purely natural and uniform progress in history and letters. The 
literature of today is not necessarily higher than that pro- 
duced in the past; the history of the last century is not in every 
way and always superior to that of its predecessors. Even a 
“naturalistic” writer like Professor Percy Gardner testifies to 
the fact and force of personality in the following remarkable 
terms: 
“There is, in fact, a great force in history which is not, so 
far as we can judge, evolutional, and the law of which is very 
hard to trace—the force of personality and character.” And 
quite apart from such instances of personality as have arisen 
from time to time through the centuries, there is one Personal- 
‘ity who has not yet been accounted for by any theory of evolu- 
tion—the Person of Jesus of Nazareth. 
“ a. There are sufficient data in current Old Testament criticism 
to warrant the statement that it proceeds from presuppositions 
concerning the origins of history, religion, and the Bible, 
which, in their essence, are subversive of belief in a Divine 
_ revelation. And such being the case, we naturally look with 
_ fave suspicion on results derived from so unsound a philo- 
_ sophical basis. 


16 The Fundamentals 


6. . CAN PURELY NATURALISTIC PREMISES. BE ACCEPTED WITH- 
OUT COMING TO PURELY NATURALISTIC CONCLUSIONS ? 


Kuenen and Weilhausen are admittedly accepted as 
masters by our leading Old Testament “higher critics” in Eng- - 
land, Scotland, and America, and the results of their literary 
analysis of the Pentateuch are generally regarded as conclusive 
by their followers. On the basis of this literary dissection, 
certain conclusions are formed as to the character and growth 
of Old Testament religion, and, as a result, the history of the 
Jews is reconstructed. The Book of Deuteronomy is said to 
be mainly, if not entirely, a product of the reign of Josiah, 
the accounts of the tabernacle and worship are of exilie date; 
monotheism in Israel was of iate date, and was the cutcome 
of a growth from polytheism; and the present Book of Gene- 
sis reflects the thoughts of the time of its composition or ¢om-. 
pilation in or near the date of the Exile. : 

Now it is known that Kuenen and Wellhausen aan the © 
supernatural element in the Old Testament. This is the “pre- 
supposition” of their entire position. Will anyone say that it 
does not materially affect their conclusions? And is there any — 
safe or logical halting-ground for those who accept so many — 
of their premises? The extreme subjectivity of Canon Cheyne 
ought not to be a surprise to any who accept the main princi- } 
ples of modern higher criticism; it is part of the logical out- 
come of the general position. We gladly distinguish between 
the extremists and the other scholars who see no incompati-— 
bility between the acceptance of many of the literary and his- 
torical principles of Kuenen and Welihausen and a belief in 
the Divine source and authority of the Old Testament. But 
we are bound to add that the unsatisfying element in ‘the: 
writings of moderate men like Canon Driver and Principal 
ou ay Adam Smith is that, while accepting so much of the 

“naturalism” of the German school, they do not give us any 
clear assurance of the strength of the foundation on w 





- 


Old Testament Criticism and New Testament Christianity 17 


they rest and ask us to rest. The tendency of their position 
is certainly towards a minimizing of the supernatural in the 
Old Testament. 

Take, as one instance, the Messianic element. In spite 
of the universal belief of Jews and Christians in a person] 
Messiah, a belief derived in the first place solely from the 
Old Testament, and supported for Christians by the New, 


- modern criticism will not allow much clear and undoubted 


_ prediction of Him. Insight into existing conditions is readily 


? 


A, 


b, 


he 


granted to the prophets, but they are not allowed to have had 
much foresight into future conditions connected with the 


Messiah. Yet Isaiah’s glowing words remain, and demand 
a fair, full exegesis such as they do not get from many 


“modern scholars. Dr. James Wells, of Glasgow, wrote in 
_the “British Weekly” some time ago of the new criticism on 
this point: 

_ “The fear of prediction in the proper sense of the term 
is ever before its eyes. It gladly enlarges on fore-shadowings, 
a moral historical growth which reaches its culmination in 
‘Christ; and anticipations of the Spirit of Christ; but its 
tendency is always to minimize the prophetic element in the 
Old Testament.” 

_ Another example of the tendency of modern criticism to 


minimize and explain away the supernatural element may be — 


y 


-. “He was shepherdine his sheep among the red granite 
p g p s g 


given from a book entitled, “The Theology and Ethics of the 
Hebrews,” by Dr. Archibald Duff, Professor in the Yorkshire 


College, Bradford. ‘This is his account of Moses at the burn- 


ing bush: 


mountains. - + . The man sat at dawn by the stream, and 
watched the fiery rocks. Yonder gleamed the level sunlight’ 
across the low growth. Each spine glistened against the 


rising sun, The man was a poet, one fit for inspiration. He 

felt that the dreams of his soul were the whisperings of his 

God, the place His sanctuary. He bowed and worshipped,” 
Boul - 


ve ‘: 
AG ; 
at f Ook 


Brey. 


18 The Fundamentals 


(p. 6.) This, at least, is not the prima facie impression 
derived from the account given in Exodus. 

One more illustration may be given of modern critical 
methods of dealing with narratives of the Old Testament 
which were evidently intended to be regarded as historical. 
In the “International Critical Commentary” on Numbers, Dr. 
G. B. Gray, of Mansfield College, Oxford, thus writes on 
what he terms “the priestly section of the book”: 

“For the history of the Mosaic age the whole section 


is valueless.” “The historical impression given by (P) of 
the Mosaic age is altogether unhistorical, and much of the 
detail . . . can . . . be demonstrated to be entirely 


unreal, or at least untrue of the age in question.” “This 
history is fictitious.” 

These statements at once set aside the history ecm 
in more than three-quarters of the whole Book of Numbers, 
while as to the rest Dr. Gray’s verdict is by no means reassur- 
ing, and he clearly does not possess much confidence in even — 
the small quantity that escapes his condemnation. The brazen 
serpent is said to be an invention on the part of some “who 
had come under the higher prophetic teaching” before Heze- 
kiah, and is meant “to controvert the popular belief” in the 
healing power of the serpent by ascribing it to Jehovah. As 
to the story of Balaam, Dr. Gray wrotes: 

“It may, indeed, contain other historical features, ch 
as the name of Balak, who may have been an actual king of 
Moab; but no means at present exist for distinguishing any 
further between the historical or legendary elements and 
those which are supplied by the creative faculty and the 
religious feeling of the writers.” 

What is any ordinary earnest Christian to make of all 
these statements? The writer of the Book of Numbers evi- 
dently composed what professes to be history, and what he 
meant to be read as history, and yet according to Dr. Gray 
all this has no historical foundation. We can only say that 
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the Christian Church will require very much more convincing 
proofs before they can accept the critical position, and it 
does not facilitate our acceptance of this wholesale process 
of invention to be told that it is due to “the creative faculty 
and the religious feeling of the writers.” 

As to the fact that so many of our British and American 


“higher critics” are firm believers in the Divine authority of 


the Old Testament, and of a Divine revelation embodied in 


_ it, we cannot but feel the force of the words of the late Dr. 


W. H. Green, of Princeton: “They who have themselves been 
thoroughly grounded in the Christian faith may, by a happy 
inconsistency, hold fast their old convictions, while admitting 
principles, methods, and conclusions that are logically at war 


with them. But who can be surprised if others shall with 


stricter logic carry what has been thus commended to them to 
its legitimate conclusions ?” 


_ 7% CAN WE OVERLOOK THE EVIDENCE OF ARCHAEOLOGY ? 


It is well known that during the last sixty years a vast 
number of archaeological discoveries have been made in 
Egypt, Palestine, Babylonia, and Assyria. Many of these 
have shed remarkable light on the historical features of the 
Old Testament. A number of persons and periods have been 
illuminated by these discoveries and are now seen with a 


' clearness which was before impossible. 


Now it is a simple and yet striking fact that not one of 


these discoveries during the whole of this time has given any 
_ support to the distinctive features and principles of the higher 


critical position, while, on the other hand, many of them have 
afforded abundant confirmation of the traditional and con- 


‘servative view of the Old Testament. 


Let us consider a few of these discoveries. Only a little 


over forty years ago the conservative “Speaker’s Com- 


mentary” actually had to take into consideration the critical 


arguments then so prevalent in favor of the late invention 
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of writing. This is an argument which is never heard now 
in critical circles. The change of attack is most striking. 
While forty or fifty years ago it was argued that Moses 
could not possibly have had sufficient learning to write the 
Pentateuch, now it is argued as the result of these modern 
discoveries that he would have been altogether behind his 
contemporaries if he had not been able to write. Again, the 
Babylonian story of the flood agrees in long sections with 
the account in Genesis, and it is known that the Babylonian 
version was in existence for ages before the dates assigned 
to the Genesis narrative by the critical school. Professor 
Sayce rightly calls this a crucial test of the critical position. 
The historicity of the kings mentioned in Genesis 14 was. 
once seriously questioned by criticism, but this is impossible 
today, for their historical character has been proved beyond 
all question, and, in particular, it is now known that the 
Amraphel of that chapter is the Hammurabi of the Monuments 
and a contemporary with Abraham. The puzzling story of. 
Sarah and Hagar is also now seen to be in exact agreement 
with Babylonian custom. Then again, the Egypt of Joseph 
and Moses is true to the smallest details of the life of the 
Egypt of that day and is altogether different from the very 
different Egypt of later ages. Sargon, who for centuries was 
only known from the one reference to him in Isa. 20:1, is now 
seen to have been one of the most important kings of As- 
syria. And the Aramaic language of Daniel and Ezra, which 
has so often been accused of lateness, is proved to be in 
exact accord with the Aramaic of that age, as shown by the 
Papyri discovered at Elephantiné in Egypt. 

Now these, and others like them, are tangible proofs 
which can be verified by ordinary people. Hebrew philology 
is beyond most of us and is too subjective for any convincing 


argument to be based upon it, but archaeology offers an ob- 


jective method of putting historical theories to’'the test. 


Not the least important feature of the archaeological argu- _ 
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ment is that a number of leading archaeologists who were 
formerly in hearty agreement with the critical school, have 
now abandoned this view and oppose it. As Sir William 
Robertson Nicoll has forcibly said: “The significant fact 
is that the great first-hand archaeologists as a rule do not 
_ trust the higher criticism. This means a great deal more 
than can be put on paper to account for their doubt. It 
a means that they are living in an atmosphere where argu- 
~ ments that flourish outside do not thrive.” 
My _ Professor Flinders Petrie, the great Egyptologist, uttered 
these words not long ago: “I have come to the conclusion 
_that there is a far more solid basis than seems to be sup- 
posed by many critics. . . . I have not the slightest 
J doubt that contemporary documents give a truly solid founda- 
tion 3 the records ean in the Pentateuch. Sol be 


f 





















We should remember that writing at the time of the 
oF was as familiar as it is now. . . . The fact is 


_ARE THE VIEWS OF MODERN CRITICISM .CONSISTENT WITH 
THE WITNESS OF OUR LORD TO THE OLD TESTAMENT? 


The Christian Church approaches the Old Testament 
ainly and predominantly from the standpoint of the resur- 
ection of Christ. We naturally inquire what our Master 
thought of the Old Testament, for if it comes to us with 
lis authority, and we can discover His view of it, we ought 
» be satisfied. 

_ In the days of our Lord’s life on earth one pressing ques- 
on was, “What think ye of the Christ?” Another was, 
What is written in the Law? How readest thou?’ These _ 
stions are still being raised in one form or another, and 
ly, as of old, the two great problems—two “storm- 
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centers”, as they have well been called—are Christ and the 
Bible. | 

The two problems really resolve themslves into one, for 
Christ and the Bible are inseparable. If we follow Christ, 
He will teach us of the Bible; and if we study our Bible, 
it will point us to Christ. Each is called the Word of God. 

Let us, first of all, be quite clear as to our meaning of 
our Lord as “The Word of God.” “In the beginning was 
the Word.” A word is an oral or visible expression of an 
invisible thought. The thought needs the word for its ex- 
pression, and the word is intended to represent the thought 
accurately, even if not completely. We cannot in any degree 
be sure of the thought unless we can be sure of the word. 
Our Lord as the Word, therefore, is the personal and visible 
expression of the invisible God. (John 14; Heb. 1:3.) We 
believe that He is an accurate “expression” of God, and that 
as the Word He reveals God and conveys God’s will to us 
in such a way as to be inerrant and infallible. As the In- 
carnate Word He is infallible. 

He came, among other things, to bear witness to the truth 
(John 18:37), and it is a necessary outcome of this purpose 
that He should bear infallible witness. He came to reveal 
God and God’s will, and this implies and requires special 
knowledge. It demands that every assertion of His be true. ' 
The Divine knowledge did not, because it could not, undergo 
any change by the Incarnation. He continued to subsist in — 
the form of God even while He existed in the form of man. 
(Phil. 2:6. See Dr. Gifford’s “The Incarnation.”’) 

In view of this position, we believe that, as Bishop Elli- 
cott says (“Christus Comprobator’”’) we have a right to make 
this appeal to the testimony of Christ to the Old Testament. 
The place it occupied in His life and ministry is sufficient 
warrant for referring to His use of it., It is well known 
that, as far as the Old Testament canon is concerned, our 
highest authority is that of our Lord Himself; and what is 
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true of the Old Testament as a whole, is surely true of these 
parts to which our Lord specifically referred, 

Let us be clear, however, as to what we mean in making 
this appeal. We do not for an instant intend thereby to 
close all possible criticism of the Old Testament. There 
are numbers of questions quite untouched by anything our 
Lord said, and there is consequently ampie scope for sober, 

necessary, and valuable criticism. But what we do say is, 
that anything in the Old Testament stated by our Lord as 
a fact, or implied as a fact, is, or ought to be, thereby closed 
for those who hold Christ to be infallible. Criticism can do 
anything that is not incompatible with the statements of 
our Lord; but where Christ has spoken, surely “the matter 
is closed.” 

What, then, is our Lord’s general view of the Old Testa- 
ment? There is no doubt that His Old Testament was 
practically, if not actually, the same as ours, and that He 
_ regarded it as of Divine authority, as the final court of ap- 
peal for all questions connected with it. The way in which 
He quotes it shows this. To the Lord Jesus the Old Testa- 
ment was authoritative and final, because Divine. 

No one can go through the Gospels without being im-. 
_ pressed with the deep reverence of our Lord for the Old 
- Testament, and with His constant use of it in all matters of 
‘religious thought and life. His question, “Have ye never 
read?” His assertion, “It is written,” His testimony, “Ye 
search the Scriptures” (R. V), are plainly indicative of His 
view of the Divine authority of the Old Testament as we 
have it. He sets His seal to its historicity and its revela- 
tion of God. He supplements, but never supplants it. He 
amplifies and modifies, but never nullifies it. He fulfills, i. e. 
fills full, but never makes void. 

This general view is confirmed by His detailed references 
to the Old Testament. Consider His testimonies to the per- 
sons, and to the facts of the old covenant. 
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There is scarcely a historical book, from Genesis to 2 
Chronicles, to which our Lord does not refer; while it is 
perhaps significant that His testimony includes references to 
every book of the Pentateuch, to Isaiah, to Jonah, to Daniel, 
and to miracles—the very parts most called in question today. 

Above all, it is surely of the deepest moment that at His 
temptation He should use three times as the Word of God the 
book about which there has, perhaps, been most controversy 
of all. 

Again, therefore, we say that everything to which Christ 
can be said, on any honest interpretation, to have referred, 
or which He used as a fact, is thereby sanctioned and sealed 
by the authority of our Infallible Lord. “Dominus locutus 
est; causa finita est.” 

Nor can this position be turned by the statement that 


Christ simply adopted the beliefs of His day without neces- — 
sarily sanctioning them as correct. Of this there is not the 


slightest proof, but very much to the contrary. On some of 
the most important subjects of His day He went directly 
against prevailing opinion. His teaching about God, about 


righteousness, about the Messiah, about tradition, about the 
Sabbath, about the Samaritans, about women, about divorce, 


about the baptism of John, were diametrically opposed to 


that of the time. And this opposition was deliberately 


grounded on the Old Testament which our Lord charged them 


with misinterpreting. The one and only question of difference 


between Him and the Jews as to the Old Testament was 
that of interpretation. Not a vestige of proof can be adduced 
that He and they differed at all in their general view of its 
- historical character or Divine authority. If the current 
Jewish views were wrong, can we think our Lord would 


have been silent on a matter of such moment, about a book 


which He cites or alludes to over four hundred times, and 


which He made His constant topic in teaching concerning — 
Himseif? If the Jews were wrong, Jesus either knew it, — 
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or He did not. If He knew it, why did He not correct them 
as in so many other and detailed instances? If He did not 
know it—but I will not finish. 

Nor can this witness to the Old Testament be met by 
asserting that the limitation of our Lord’s earthly life kept 

_ Him within current views of the Old Testament which need 
not have been true views. This statement ignores the es- 
sential force of His personal claim to be “the Word.” 

On more than one occasion our Lord claimed to speak 
from God, and that everything He said had the Divine war- 
rant. Let us notice carefully what this involves. It is some- 
times said that our Lord’s knowledge was limited, and that 
He lived here as man, not as God. Suppose we grant this 

_ for argument’s sake. Very well; as man He lived in God 
~ and on God, and He claimed that everything He said and 
did was from God and through God. If, then, the limita- 
tions were from God, so also were ihe utterances; and, as 
- God’s warrant was claimed for every one of these, they are 
_ therefore Divine and infallible. (John 5:19; 5:30; 7:13; 
8:26; 12:49; 14:24; 17 :8.) Even though we grant to the 
i full a theory that will compel us to accept a temporary disuse 
or non-use of the functions of Deity in the Person of our 
Lord, yet the words actually uttered as man are claimed 
| to be from God, and therefore we hold them to be infallible. 
_ We rest, therefore, upon our Lord’s personal claim to say 
all and do all by the Father, from.the Father, for the Father. — 
_ There is, of course, no question of partial knowledge after 
the resurrection, when our Lord was manifestly free from 
all limitations of earthly conditions. Yet it was after His 
_ resurrection also that He set His seal to the Old Testament. 
’ (Luke 24 :44.) 
- -‘We conclude that our Lord’s positive statements on the 
_. subject of the Old Testament are not to be rejected without 
i charging Him with error. If, on these points, on which we 
i, tan test and verify Him, we find that He is not reliable, 


a 








ay 
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what real comfort can we have in accepting His higher teach- 
ing, where verification is impossible? We believe we are on 
absolutely safe ground when we say that what the Old Testa- 
ment was to our Lord, it must be and shall be to us. 


CONCLUSION 


We ask a careful consideration of these eight inquiries. 
Taken separately, they carry weight, but taken together they 
have a cumulative effect, and should be seriously pondered 
by all who are seeking to know the truth on this momentous 
subject. 

We may be perfectly sure that no criticism of the old Tes- 
tament will ever be accepted by the Christian Church as a 
whole, which does not fully satisfy the following conditions: 

1. It must admit in all its assumptions, and take fully 
into consideration, the supernatural element which differen- 
tiates the Bible from all other books. Lee 

2. It must be in keeping with the enlightened spiritual ex- 
perience of the saints of God in all ages, and make an effectual 
appeal to the piety and spiritual perception of those who 
know by personal experience the power of the Holy Ghost. 

3. It must be historically in line with the general tradi- 
tion of Jewish history and the unique position of the Hebrew 
nation through the centuries. 

4. It must be in unison with that apostolic conception of 
the authority and inspiration of the Old Testament, which 
is so manifest in the New Testament. 

5. Above all, it must be in accordance with the universal 
belief of the Christian Church in our Lord’s infallibility asa 
Teacher, and as “the Word made flesh.” 

If and when modern higher criticism can satisfy these 
requirements, it will not merely be accepted, but will com- 
mand the universal, loyal, and even enthusiastic adhesion of | 
all Christians. Until then, we wait, and also maintain our 
position that “the old is better.” 


CHAPTER II 
EVOLUTIONISM IN THE PULPIT* 
BY AN OCCUPANT OF THE PEW 


Perhaps the most remarkable movement in philosophic 
thought that has occurred in any age was the rise and general 
acceptance by scientific circles of the evolutionary theory as 
propounded by Darwin, Huxley and Spencer. It was remark- 
_ able that men of science, whose peculiar boast it is that they 

deal only with established facts, should have so readily de- 
parted from this rule and accepted a system based upon 
hypothesis only, and which was, and is still after the lapse of 
forty years, without a single known fact to support it. Even 
when allowance is made for the well-known eagerness of 
many scientists to do away with all dualism, which was Mr. 
Darwin’s aim, it was still remarkable that men of trained in- 
tellect should have so promptly accepted at face value his two 
principal works, in which the expression, “we may well sup- 
pose,” occurs over eight hundred times, as a basis for the argu- 
ment. Pure supposition may answer as a foundation for fan- 
ciful sketches like those of Jules Verne’s; but as ground upon 
which to base a sober scientific argument it appears to the 
average man as little less than farcical. Why it did not so 
appear to the scientific mind, the scientific mind may perhaps 
be able to explain. We frankly confess our inability to do so. 

Still more remarkable was the fact that so many theolog- 
ians and Christian ministers adopted the new philosophy and 
_ were so ready to give up large portions of Holy Scripture be- 
cause they could not be reconciled with it; inventing, as a 


*From “Herald and Presbyter,” November 22, 1911, Cincin- 
nati, O.—We reprint this excellent paper as the remarkable utter- 
ance of a Christian layman on a most important subject.—Ed. 
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salve to conscience the doctrine that “the Bible was not in- 
tended to teach science’, one of those half-truths that are 
more misleading than a downright untruth. 

In this way the story of creation as given in Genesis was 
set aside, and the whole book discredited. As Christ could 
aot by any logical possibility be made a product of evolution 
without an absolute denial of His supernatural birth and His 
Divine claims, and the new birth, or creation, for man in Him 
was open to the same objection, these truths were either ob- 
scured, minimized, or totally neglected and even denied. To 
such lengths were some of the sworn “defenders of the faith — 
once delivered to the saints” ready to go in order to avoid 
being considered as hopelessly “unscientific” and “behind the 
times in scholarship.” That was twenty years ago or more. 

But strangest of all is the fact that a few of these minis- 
ters are still clinging to the “gospel of dirt,” as Carlyle aptly 
styled it, and are referring to it in a way that indicates a 
belief on their part that such reference is still evidence of 
up-to-date scholarship. 

As early as 1889 Professor Virchow, of Berlin, admittedly 
the ablest anthropologist of modern times, when summing up 
the results of investigations of this subject by himself and 
other leading scientists, covering a period of twenty years, 
declared: “In vain have the links which should bind man to 
the monkey been sought; not a single one is there to show. 
The so-called proanthropos, who should exhibit this link, has 
not been found. No reaily learned man asserts that he has 
seen him. . . . Perhaps some one may have seen him 
in a dream, but when awake he will never be able to say that — 
-he has approached him. Even the hope of soon discovering 
him has departed; it is hardly spoken of.” Shortly before 
his death, some ten years later, in an address before the Inter- 
national Medical Society, he spoke to the same effect, and. 
with even a greater degree of positiveness, asserting that “the 
attempts to find the transition from animal to man have ended 
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in total failure. The middie link has not been found and 
never will be.” 

That the Darwinian theory of descent has in the realms of 
nature not a single fact to confirm it is the unequivocal testi- 
mony of men as distinguished in their respective departments 
of scientific research, as Dr. N. S. Shaler of Harvard Univer- 
sity ; Dr. Etheridge, fossiologist of the British Museum; Prof. 


_L. S. Beale, of King’s College, London; Prof. Fleischmann, 


of Erlangen, and others. 


Says Dr. Etheridge: ‘Nine-tenths of the talk of evolu- 


tionists is sheer nonsense, not founded on observation and 
_ wholly unsupported by fact. This museum is full of proofs, 


of the utter falsity of their views.” Professor Beale asserts: 


“There is no evidence that man has descended from, or is, or 


was, in any way specially related to, any other organism in 


nature through evolution or by any other process. In sup- 
port of all naturalistic conjectures concerning man’s origin, 
there is not at this time a shadow of scientific evidence.” 


Professor Fleischmann sums up his estimate of the Dar- 


_winian theory of the descent of man by affirming that “it has 
in the realms of nature not a single fact to confirm it. It isi 
mot the result of scientific research, but purely the product 
of the imagination.” 


Even Professor Haeckel admits in his old age that he, 


among all his contemporaries, stands alone. “Most modern 
investigators,” he confesses, “have come to the conclusion 
that the doctrine of evolution, and particularly Darwinianism, 


is an error and can not be maintained.” Touching his last 
re-affirmation of his naturalistic views, Dr. A. C. Dixon teélls 


us that a ae man in Geneva said ° him at the time 


that. it was “the note of the dying swan,” and Haeckel the 
“only. scientific man of eminence in Germany today who be- 


lieves i in Darwinian evolution.” 


Several notable books bearing on this subject have ap- 


rh during the last two years. One by George Paulin, 


iy 
et 
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published by Scribners, entitled, “No Struggle for Existence; 
No Natura! Selection,” presents an array of facts in suppert 
of the two assertions made in this title, and against evolution, 
which must carry conviction to any unprejudiced mind. An- 
other to the same effect is by Prof. L. T. Townsend, entitled, 
“Collapse of Evolution.” Still another, and we believe an 
epoch-marking book, is from the pen of Prof. E. Dennert, 
Ph. D., recently published in Germany, and entitled, “At the 
Death Bed of Darwinism.” A perusal of this book “leaves 
no room for doubt,” as asserted in the preface of the Amer- 
ican edition, “about the decadence of the Darwinian theory 
in the highest scientific circles of Germany. And outside of 
Germany the same sentiment is shared generally by the lead- 
ers of scientific thought.” 

Thus we see that, on the testimony of the great majority 
of the ablest of its one-time leading advocates, the evolution- — 
ary theory is in articulo mortis. Nay, more, it is already dead, 
since the spirit (the theory of natural selection) has long 
since departed. Some of its friends may sit about the re- 
mains intently watching for some signs of renewed life, but 
they watch in vain. 

And yet there are ministers of the Gospel who, dis- 
crediting the Bible narrative of creation, are still basing argu- 
ments upon the Darwinian theory of the origin of species; 
glibly referring to the time “when our ancestors were dwell- 
ers in trees,” and to their own “descent from monkeys, tad- 
- poles and fish,” “a much higher conception of man’s origin,” 
according to their refined taste, than is that given in Genesis. 
At, or a little before, the beginning of the decade just ended 
this might have passed for learned talk about the “settled re- 
sults of science”; but today, among those who are really 
abreast of the movement of scientific thought, it is regarded 
as merely echoing in this generation the always unproved and 
now properly rejected speculations of a dead and gone genera- | 
tion of infidel philosophers.” 
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That among those who mourn the passing of evolution 
there are some naturalists and others who cling to it, as said 
by Dr. Goette, the eminent Strasburg zoologist, “simply be- 
cause it seems to furnish a much-desired mechanical explana- 
tion of purposive adaptations,” is not surprising, since it 

- leaves them nothing but the hated alternative of accepting 
Genesis with its personal God and creative acts. 
: But when we consider that the evolutionary théory was 
_ conceived in agnosticism, and born and nurtured in infidelity ; 
that it is the backbone of the destructive higher criticism 
which has so viciously assailed both the integrity and authority 
of the Scriptures; that it utterly fails in explaining—what 
Genesis makes so clear—those tremendous facts in human 
_ history and human nature, the presence of evil and its attend- 
ant suffering; that it offers nothing but a negative reply to 
that supreme question of the ages, “If a man die, shall he 
live again?” that it, in fact, substitutes for a personal God . 
“an infinite and eternal Energy” which is without moral qual- 
ities or positive attributes, is not wise, or good, or merciful 
or just; cannot love or hate, reward or punish; that it denies 
the personality of God and man, and presents them, together 
with nature, as under a process of evolution which has neither 
beginning nor end; and regards man as being simply a passing 
form of this universal Energy, and thus without free will, 
_ moral responsibility, or immortality, it becomes evident to 
every intelligent layman that such a system can have no pos- . 
sible points of contact with Christianity. He may well be 
pardoned if he views with astonishment ministers of the 
Gospel still clinging to it, and harbors a doubt of either their 
sincerity or sanity. 

If it be said that most ministers who meee evolution do 
so only in its milder form, the supernaturalistic which permits 

_ of belief in a personal God, but claims that evolution is His 
method of working, man and nature being products of it, it 
. may be said in reply that this view, quite as much as the 
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naturalistic, necessitates the giving up of the account in 
Genesis, and generally carries with it a belief that the Bible is 
but a history of the evolution of the religious idea, and not 
what it everywhere claims to be, a Divine and supernatural 
revelation. Moreover, it is that part of the system which they 
accept (the origin of species) which has quietly but firmly 
been labeled and shelved as merely one of the past phases of 
philosophic thought. To hold to it still is to subject them- 
selves to doubts in the minds of their hearers as those ex- 
pressed in regard to the holders of the naturalistic view. 

We are not contending that there is not a sphere in which. 
the law of evolution as propounded by Mr. Spencer is oper- 
ative. On the contrary, we believe there is; but as said by 
Philip Mauro, it is “entirely confined to the sphere of the 
activities of fallen man.” It is a most significant fact that 
it is from this sphere alone that Mr. Spencer draws all his 
illustrations, and for the simple reason that outside of it in all 
God’s great universe, so far as known, there is not a scintilla 
of evidence that the law of evolution is, or ever has been, in 
operation. This fact has been the stumbling stone of the evo- ~ 
luticnists from the first. All Mr. Spencer’s pompous phrase- 
ology about a primitive homogeneous mass passing in endless 
cycles from the “imperceptible to the perceptible, and back | 
again from the perceptible to the imperceptible,’ and from 
“indeterminate uniformity to determinate multiformity,” has 
no more foundation in actual fact than an air castle or Gulli- 
ver’s travels. 

The limits of this article forbid further reference to the 
interesting fact—evidence of which is superabundant and 
convincing—-that the law of evolution is strictly confined to 
the sphere of human activities, save to note that it is not, as 
so many suppose, a “natural law,” but is, to borrow a term 
from Dr. H. Bushnell, one of “unnature.” It is the law of | 
human progress apart from God, and under the leadership of 
the prince of this world system who originated it. - 
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If, as some assert, the clergymen who accepted the evolu- 
tionary theory were driven to it by fear of ridicule, or of not 
being thought abreast of “the trend of modern thought,” it 
was not only cowardly on their part, but grossly inconsistent 
with their Christian profession. For even a partial investiga- 
tion of the subject must have made clear to them that evolu- 
tionism and Christianity are, essentially, intensely antagonistic. 

The pulpit efforts of some ministers at reconciling them would 
be laughable from a logical standpoint were the issues involved 

not so serious and the effects upon some of their unthinking 
hearers not so deplorable. Certainly, scholarship can no longer 
be pleaded as an excuse for clinging to Darwinism; and, in 
the interest of common honesty, these men ought to either 
drop their materialism or leave the Christian pulpit. 

Among the surprises that await the layman who would 

inform himself on this subject is the fact that much that was 
advanced by the leaders, including Mr. Darwin himself, in 
support of the evolutionary hypothesis was merely tentative: 
It was only the smaller fry, the minnows and gudgeons, that 
_ were cocksure of its truth, and who gorged the unwholesome 
food. This may be affirmed with equal truth of a large part 
of what is taught by the ablest of the higher critics. Nor is 
the reason for it hard to find. It becomes apparent imme- 
- diately one perceives how weak, unsatisfactory and illusive 
the evidence is that they offer in support of their destructive 
theories ; evidence so insufficient and even trivial that, as said 
by Sir Robert Anderson, “it would be laughed out of any 
~ court in Christendom.” 

The layman, coming to a knowledge of this fact, finds 

his first feeling to be one of astonishment that men calling 
themselves Christians can on grounds so frivolous repudiate 

large parts of Scripture, and deliberately sow the seed of 
—unfaith in the minds and hearts of thousands of their hearers. 
_ This is apt to be followed by one of indignation at the low 
i moral quality and cowardice of their action in thus under- 
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mining the faith of the Church while accepting its pay. For 
it is noticeable that however great their change of attitude 
toward the Scriptures and the doctrinal standards of the 
churches they are supposed to serve may be, no change is 
ever perceptible in the attitude of these gentlemen toward the 
acceptance of the salaries paid by these churches. And this 
despite the fact that, according to their own witness of them- 
selves, their strong point is the possession and preaching of 
a very superior quality of ethics (?). Indeed, in listening to 
them one can hardly escape the conviction that righteousness, 
personal and civic, was a thing almost unknown before their 
advent. 

Certainly no one can blame the ordinary individual who, 
unskilled in the intellectual subleties and plausible sophistries 
by which these gentlemen seek to justify their course, finds 
a feeling akin to disgust taking possssion of him as he listens 
to their talk about being “governed solely by a desire for 
truth”, in their actions in this matter, and of the “tenfold. 
greater comfort, pleasure and profit” they derive from read- 
ing their polychrome Bibles; all of which, to his untrained 
and practical mind, sounds like unmitigated pharisaical cant. 
It is like a man who, having taken away all the foundation 
under his house save a few slender props, lies down in it de- 
claring that he does so with a sense of security and peace to 
which he had been a stranger before. 

Apparently the wild guesswork of a profligate and infidel 
like Astruc, or the equally wild philological speculations of 
a skeptic like Wellhausen, have more weight with these seek- 
ers after truth than has the “thus saith the Lord Jehovah” 
of the inspired prophets, or the testimony of the Son of 
God, and of His apostles. Moreover, they seem to completely 
ignore, and to be utterly unable to testify from personal ex- 
perience to, the regenerating power of the Holy Spirit work-. 
ing upon men’s hearts through the Word. 

# ar better would it be for all concerned if these ministers 
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had the courage of their convictions, and sense of honor 
enough to compel them to leave the Christian Church, taking 
with them those of their flocks who think like them and wish 
to follow, for they may be sure that the pretty little amenities 
of morality and sociology which they have substituted for the 
Gospel of regeneration can never take its place, or lead a 
single soul out of the death and darkness of sin into the life 
and light that are to be found in Christ alone. 

Meanwhile, a few naturalists, clothed in sackcloth, may 
sit about the death bed of Materialism as mourners, and, in 
despair of finding anything else to fill the niche in their temple 
of lies left vacant by the removal of their idol, may on occa- 
sion galvanize the remains into an appearance of life. Their 
clerical sympathizers, too, may refuse to read the death bul- 
letin already issued, or to take part in the obsequies. Never- 
theless, there can be no reasonable doubt in any intelligent 
mind that Darwinism so far as it relates to man’s origin and 
that of species in general is dead; and all who believe in a 
personal God and in a Divine revelation may say of it, para- 
phrasing Cushi’s answer to King David: “The philosophic 
enemies of our Lord and King, and all of the isms that rise 
against His truth, be as this dead ism.” 


/ 





CHAPTER III 


DECADENCE OF DARWINISM 


BY REV. HENRY H. BEACH, 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 


(Copyright, 1912, by Henry H. Beach.) 


This paper is not a discussion of variations lying within — 
the boundaries of heredity; nor do we remember that the 
Hebrew and Greek Scriptures reveal anything on that sub- 
ject; nor do we think that it can be rationally discussed until 
species and genus are defined. 

Failure to condition spontaneous generation by sterilized 
hay tea, and a chronic inability to discover the missing link, 
have shaken the popularity of Darwinism. Will it recover? 
Or is it falling into a fixed condition of innocuous desuetude ? 

As a purely academic question, who cares whether a 
protoplastic cell, or an amoeba, or an ascidian larva, was 
his primordial progenitor? It does not grip us. It is doubtful 
whether any purely academic question ever grips anybody. 
But the issue between Darwinism and mankind is not a 
purely academic question. 

Half his life Charles Darwin was afraid of the reproaches 
of Christians. It was something like the fear felt by another 
Charles, of the reproaches of the Huguenots were he to 
consent to the assassination of Coligny. He refers to it in — 
the “Introduction to the Descent of Man”: 

“During many years I collected notes on the origin and | 
descent of man, without any intention of publishing on the 
subject, but rather with the determination not to publish; 
as I thought that I should thus add to the prejudices against 
my views.” 

At the end of the book he says: “I am aware that the 
conclusions arrived at in this work will be denominated by 
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some as highly irreligious; but he who denounces them is 
bound to show why it is more irreligious to explain the 
origin of man as a distinct species by descent from some 
lowly form, through the laws of variation and natural selec- 
tion, than to explain the birth of the individual through the 
laws of ordinary reproduction.” 

He confessed his fear by protesting his innocence: “I 
have done nothing—only explained a choice between two 
theories of bringing man into the world”. This way of putting 
it is characteristic. He often refers to traversing the doctrine 
of successive creations, as the sum of his offending. The 
prestidigitator calls special attention to one hand while he 
works the trick with the other. His apprehensions were 
not altogether groundless. 

Professor Haeckel was braver, or more rash, when he 
styled the “Descent of Man” as “anti-Genesis”; with equal 
truth and moderation he might have added, anti-John, anti- 
Hebrews and anti-Christ. The point to pierce the business 
and bosoms of men is a denial of the integrity and reliability 
of the Word of God. We cannot depend on the Bible to 
‘show. us “how to go to heaven” if it misleads us as to “how 
the heavens go” regarding the origin, nature, descent and 
destiny of brutes and men. Darwinists have been digging at 
the foundations of society and souls; and their powers of 
endurance are a matter of some moment. 

We venture to differentiate life and if we go too far are 
sure to be corrected: 

1. Vegetable life is the sum of the forces which pervade 
the organism, catises it to grow and preserves it from decay. 

2. Brute life is the sum of the forces which pervade 
the organism, causes it to grow, preserves it from decay, is 
‘conscious and thinks. 

3. Human life is the sum of the forces which pervade 
the organism, causes it to grow, preserves it from decay, is 
conscious, thinks and is religious. 
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It is logical to assume, until disproved, that these three 
kinds of life touch each other, but never merge. They as- 
sociate as intimately as air and light, but are as far from 
passing from plants to brutes and from brutes to men as 
from not-being to being. “By faith we understand the ages 
to be set in order by the saying of God, in regard to the 
things seen not having come out of the things manifest” 
(Hebi ls). 

He who would overthrow Biblical Christianity expects 
to take the initiative. He recognizes that there is always a 
presumption in favor of an existing institution; and has 
always been swift to open the battle. ? 

Professor Huxley, in his article on evolution, in the ninth 
edition of the Britannica, has ably brought together the argu- 
ments for Darwinism; and we will follow his order. 


GROWTH 


Given a nucleated cell, and Darwinists have watched the 
process of generation from its beginning to birth, “with the 
best optical instruments”. There have been two theories. 
The first theory is that nothing new is produced in the living 
world; the germs from which all organisms have developed 
have contained in miniature, and passed on down through 
successive generations, all the essential organs of adults. To 
get anything out of anything it must first be in it. This 
is archaic. The second theory is that evolution is progressive ; 
it results from something innate in things, dynamic and pan- 
theistic. This is up to date. i 

All that the Darwinists, “with the best optical instru- 
ments”, have actually seen is growth; but they have inferred 
a whole pantheon. Natural selection is the supreme demiurge ; 
sexual selection and variation are subordinates. A billion 
years ago there was a God, but He immediately disappeared. 
It was necessary to have Him then, to bridge the gulf be- 
tween nothing and something. Having discovered growth, 
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they called it evolution, thinking perhaps the name might 
prove useful, but we trust not to be blamed for preferring 
growth, for “evolution” is something of a harlequin, having 
turned a complete somersault within a hundred years, while 
growth is universally acknowledged to be a character of 
vegetable, animal, and human life. 

In addition to finding natural growth, Professor Huxley 
claims the discovery of a “tendency to assume a definite 
living form’. This of course is ridiculous. The sun rises 
with sufficient regularity to become a striking phenomenon, 
and we have discovered a tendency towards sunrises. Specu- 


‘Jation is invoked, but speculation died with the great god 


Pan when Jesus was born. Scientific observations are dumb, 
except to say that all God’s creatures are fearfully and won- 
derfully made. 
LIKENESSES 

It is settled that low adult forms and embryos of higher 
order are strikingly alike. An embryonic reptile passes 
through the transformations of a fish, and a man in the 


_ germ cannot be distinguished from any other mammal. Here 


the Darwinist drops his glass and jumps at the conclusion that 


all creations, even vegetables, are consanguined brothers. 


His microscope has failed him and he has forgotten the ardent 


astronomer who saw strange quadrupeds in the moon, until 
he discovered the mouse nest in the telescope. The appar- 


ently similar cells are different. The outcome proves it. 


‘One is a butterfly and the other is a whale. Indeed, Oscar 


_Hertwig now claims to have found the differences of the 
_ denouement in the cells themselves. But it does not matter. 


The Darwinist has mistaken likeness for proof of parentage; 
as a matter of fact it never proves it. Parentage is more 


likely to prove likeness. In either case the origin must first 


-be established and then the likeness may illustrate it. 


‘ 
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But recurring to the differentiation of life, as our Maker 


has conferred on us consciousness, thought and religiosity, 
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and on brutes consciousness and thought, and on all of us 
that which preserves our bodies from decay and causes them 
to grow, it seems natural that, in the holy of holies of His 
laboratory, He has constructed us with similar characters, 
transcient or permanent. 

But the very nomenclature of evolution has been cacusaedd 
and corrupted. “Reversion” and “rudiment” must be laid 
away with phlogiston and caloric. There are no retreatings 
or abortions in the Divine economy, but God adjusts every 
feature to present and future conditions, and causes all to 
march regularly forward in the grand processes of eternal — 
progress. 

But why, it may be asked, are so many creatures built on 
the same plan as, for instance, vertebrates? The answer is 
axiomatic. The whole creation is divided into vertebrata 
and invertebrata, because there must, in the nature of things, — 
be at least two classes; or boundless monotony or an eternal 
loneliness. But why. so many vertebrates? Because there 
can be but one best of a class and vertebrates are best. The 
number redounds to the glory of God, not the glory of evolu- 
tion. This is kindergarten instruction, but some seem to 
miss it. 

But we submit a broader generalization. The whole 
universe bears a family resemblance. It is the warm touch 
of the Maker, and His universal style. Light is truth, and 
darkness is error. Holiness is purity, and sin is dirt. Phys- 
ical birth and growth, decay and death, typify spiritual birth 
and growth, decay and death. . 

Two pictures hang side by side. The subjects differ greatly 
and they differ in size. The larger is the “Domes of the 
Yosemite” and the smaller “S ‘nset in California”. But they — 
seem strangely alike. The smalle~ must have evolved from 
the larger. Some Mahatma, an. *pt of the Himalayas, able 
to do “the plant trick”, has done it. No! The same artist 
painted both. 
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Nature’s limitless network of types and symbols and 
resemblances is wondrously beautiful. It wakens the spirit 
of poetry in the soul, but an absent-minded dreamer has gazed 
and forgotten himself, and is lost in a labyrinth of vagaries. 
Darwinists have been turning the world over searching for 
a common fatherhood, but they have found a common maker- 
hood. An Italian—a Dr. Barrago—gave his book the title, 
“Man, made in the image of God, was also made in the 
image of an ape”, and Mr. Darwin refers to it without dis- 
approval, and the blasphemy is logical. Darwinism degrades 
God and man. 

RUDIMENTS 
The Darwinian notion of rudiments is that they are 

abortive reversions to ancestral types. Wherever one of the 

cult has heard of anything nearly or remotely like rudiments— 

for instance, Stanley Hall on rhythm, beating waves, ancestral 
- fish and dancing—particularly outside the bounds of heredity, | 
it has been grist for their mill. And yet they hardly know 
where to put these structures. If they claim that they are 
_ absolutely useless they place them outside the scope of natural 
~ selection; and if, on the other hand, they admit that they serve 

some purpose they admit that God may have made them. Hux- 
ley felt the difficulty when he confessed: 

- “Tt is almost impossible to prove that any structure, how- 
ever rudimentary, is useless; that is to say, that it plays no 
‘part whatever in the economy; and if it is in the slightest 
degree useful there is no reason why, on the hypothesis of 

direct creation, it should not have been created.” (Britan- 
nica, Art. on Evolution.) 

May we add that if Mr. Huxley and Mr. Darwin and I 

and you have failed to discover the use of anything, “there 
is no reason why it should not have been created”? We 
remember that we have not even defined life; that the most 
that we can do is to distinguish some of its forces; that we 
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kp#ow as little of its essence as of that of matter. We may 
ds well be modest. 

Accepting then the dictum of Professor Huxley—than 
whom no one has ever been better qualified—that it is almost 
impossible to prove the uselessness of rudiments, we pass 
the subject with the remark that, like likenesses, they are 
a signet of the Almighty and a badge of His creatures—not 
necessarily of kinship, but of remoter relations. There are 
some men who need the evidence of their own rudimentary 
mammae to prove to them that they belong to the same race 
with their wives and should endure the same hardships and 
do a little more work. 

SELECTIONS 

Sexual selection, as the name implies, is concerned with 
pairing and-reproduction; but the Darwinian end in view, 
like that of natural selection, is evolution. But sexual selec- 
tion fails to discriminate, and turns out degeneration. Feral 
and unregenerate sexual selection is more lust than love. 
From hares to elephants wild things are blinded by jealousy 
and crazed by heat. Like the Jukes’ family, they drop their 
young by the highway. We domesticate brutes and plants 
and, with great care and skill, breed them for improved 
points; but we soon tire and then dogs become pariahs, cats 
turn vagabonds, potatoes grow small, and horses are not 
worth catching and breaking. Cultivated apples never repeat 
their parent trees, but nine hundred and ninety-nine times 
out of a thousand sink far below them. The “loves of the 
plants”, as Darwin’s whimsical grandfather called them, are 
disreputable, and even, to this civilized day, human beings — 
need to be restrained by law to prevent them from contracting 
unhealthful alliances. When the string breaks the kite falls. 

Ages before the time when Mr. Darwin dreamed that 
in the dim obscurity of the past we can see that the early 
progenitor of all the vertebrata must have been an aquatic 
animal, provided with branchiae, with the two sexes united in 
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the same individual, with the most important organs of the 
body (such as brain and heart) imperfectly or not at all 
developed, and an animal “more like the larvae of the existing 
marine Ascidians than any other known form”, God made 
one protoplastic cell and disappeared. That cell was a vege- 
table, and, as all cells are microscopic, invisible. It was also 
hermaphroditic. It contained hairs and rootlets, nuclei and 
nicleoli, mother stars and daughter stars, grouping, advanc- 
ing and retreating, as if dancing quadrilles. And, as the 
story goes, this one cell has been the father and mother of 
all living creatures. Natural selection, aided only by sexual 
selection and accident, has evolved them, by almost imper- 
ceptible degrees. 

Evidently Darwin and Wallace followed what they thought 
the line of least resistance in introducing God before the 
first living germ, for, otherwise, there must have been degene-__ 
ration to satisfy present conditions. But was it not an error 
jm another regard? While they were in the business of 
making gods, it would have been easy to have allowed for 
three—one for plants, one for brutes, and one for men. 
Nobody was looking. They might have done it, but, as it is, 
there is a dead lift at each beginning. 
“We may feel sure,” explains Mr. Darwin, “that any vari- 
ation in the least degree injurious would be rigidly destroyed. 
This preservation of favorable individual differences and 
variations, and the destruction of those which are injurious, 
I have called natural selection or the survival of the fittest. 
Variations neither useful nor injurious would not be affected 
_ by natural selection and would be left either a fluctuating 
element, as perhaps we see in certain polymorphic species, 
or would ultimately become fixed, owing to the nature of 
the organism and the nature of the conditions”. (“Origin of 
Species,” Vol. I, page 121.) Natural selection is destruc- 
tion and preservation. All “injurious” differences and. varia- 
tions are destroyed and some individuals with “favorable” 
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paris preserved. Natural death is the means of destruction; 
and generation, of preservation. The “favorable” always 
prove the stronger, the “injurious” the weaker. Although 
sweetest graces and most resplendent virtues of the highest 
type of man are products of natural selection, they are con- 
ditioned promiscuously on killing the other fellow and pro- 
creating one’s kind. The killing is done “by acts of God”, 
as express companies phrase it, and by hatred, envy, anger, 
avarice, selfishness. In the struggle for existence the stronger 
gloat over the slain while poverty of spirit, meekness, mercy 
and peace die unhonored and unsung. By these means every 
kind of organic being will syentualy gain the summit of 
finitude. It is immoral. 

Professor Huxley makes a notable concession to truth and 
sanity when he says: 

“It is quite conceivable that every species tends to pro- 
duce varieties of a limited number and kind, and that the 
effect of natural selection is to favor the development of 
some of these, while it opposes the development of others 
along their predetermined lines of modification.”  (Britan- 
nica. Evolution.) Taking the Professor’s language as ac- 
curate, he surrenders natural selection. We were taught 
that it was as reliable as gravitation, but if we get the notion 
that some species improve, some are stationary and some - 
deteriorate, agreeably with heredity and environment, we 
have no further use for it. To sum up the case for natural 
selection: 

(1) It is poor morals. A theory of nature must be 
ideal to be true. Natural selection is a scheme for the sur- 
vival of the passionate and the violent, the destruction of the 
weak and defenseless. To be true, black must be white, and 
wrong must be right, and God an Ivan the terrible. 

(2) Its assumptions are false. It is false that unlimited 
attenuation of the steps of the process, and unlimited time for 
the accomplishment of it, assure us that it might have been 
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possible. “Attenuation” and “time” would have been but con- 
ditions, not causes. They could prove nothing. 

It is false that in the struggle for existence the “fittest” 
survive. The “fittest” is an ambiguous word. With natural 
selection it means the strongest and best armed. They do 
not survive; they degenerate and expire. They who bear 
arms challenge attack. This providence may be penal or cor- 
rective. 

It is false that man is derived from a brute and a brute 
from a vegetable. One of the forces of human life makes 
for a recognition of God and a consciousness of sin against 
Him. This was not unfolded from anthropoid apes, for it 
is not in them. Brutes are distinguished from plants by 
self-consciousness, and this was not developed from plants, 
for it is not in them. 

(3) Natural selection is self- ia veree and impos- 
sible. Fifty years ago, Alfred Russel Wallace devised the 
scheme and wrote Charles Darwin about it. Mr. Darwin 

published the plan. He afterwards refers to Mr. Wallace 
as having “an innate genius for solving difficulties”. (Des- 
cent,” p. 344.) Two years ago, Mr. Wallace, in an address 
at the Darwin anniversary, before the Royal Institution in 
London, referring to Professor Haeckel said: 

' “These unavailing efforts seem to lead us to the irresist- 
"ible conclusion that beyond and above all terrestrial agencies, 
there is some great source of energy and guidance, which 

in unknown ways pervades every form of organized life, and 
| which we ourselves are the ultimate and foreordained out- 
: come”, 
Thus an author of the theory, himself, admits the contra- 
~ diction of encima a ppelection” and denying a selector. 


DISTRIBUTION 


The Darwinists assume that because certain creatures live 
now in limited areas, like the sloth in South America and 
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the ornithorynchus in Australia and Tasmania, they have 
reached their present abodes by evolution through fishes. 
Let him assume it, but we beg for mercy to the man on the 
street who shrinks from that mode of transportation and 
believes that they might have been created in Western Asia, 
dispersed by various possible means, wherever climatic and 
other conditions were favorable, and suffered extinction, ex- 
cept where we find them; or that they might have been created 
where they are. The rapid extinction of the American bison 
suggests the possibility of extinction, as a factor of the process. 


GEOLOGICAL SUCCESSION 


Professor Huxley adduces only one more argument— 
successive geological forms. “It must”, he remarks, “suffice 
in this place, to say that the successive forms of the Equine 
type have been fully worked out, while those of nearly all 
the other existing types of Ungulate mammals and of ‘the 
Carnivora have been nearly as closely followed through the 
Tertiary deposits”. We have a misty remembrance of hav- 
ing met that Equus before, and, somehow, associate him 
with pons asinorum, The Professor hangs his case on the 
term “‘successive’—‘“successive geological forms”. He con- 
fuses it with “similar”, but neither is offensive. Fossils and 
living forms belong in the same category, but a radical dif- 
ference between “successive” forms breaks the chain of evo- 
lution. If the ungulate fossils are like living forms, we 
greet them as old friends, if unlike we beg an introduction. 
In either event it is not Darwinism, but Don Quixote at- 
tacking another windmill. 

The actual origination of man, brutes and plants, from 
one simplest and lowest form of organic life, by natural 
and Godless selections and variations, is the essence of Dar- 
winism. It is admitted and undisputed that it was first 
definitely elaborated by Charles R. Darwin; and it stands or 
falls with Darwin’s experiments and arguments, and they are 
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marvelously unscientific. Louis Agassiz, Lord Kelvin, and 
Dr. Virchow having passed on, the outlook for experimental 
science has been looking dark; but suddenly the light is 
breaking. Professor Gaston Bonnier, of the Sorbonne, M. 
de Cyon, and others, have just struck a thrilling chord and 
scientific Europe is awakening. Criticising Mr. Darwin in 
Pour et Contre le Darwinisme, M. Bonnier says: 

“The illustrious naturalist. had no idea of the experi- 
mental method,” and he adds that he was imaginative and 
careless in his observations. In corroboration of this—passing 
by the spike-horn deer, the aquatic bear and the worn-off 
human tail, which all who are familiar with “The Descent 
of Man” will recall—take, for instance, the following: 

“Some naturalists have maintained that all variations are 
connected with the act of sexual reproduction; but this is 
certainly an error; for I have given, in another work, a long 
list of sporting plants, as they are called by gardeners; that 
is, of plants which have suddenly produced a single bud 
with a new and sometimes widely different character from 
that of the other buds on the same plant. These bud varia- 
tions, as they may be called, can be propagated by grafts, 
offsets, etc., and sometimes, by seed.” (“Origin of Species,” 
Vol. I, p. 35.) 

+ How could Mr. Darwin know that the seed from which 
the tree of the strange bud had grown had not been pollenized, 
any number of generations previously, by the strange strain? 
What would happen if vegetable and animal atavism—not a 
reversion to ancestral type, but latent generation, the waking 
and appearing of a strain as old, it may be, as the race, 
improved or damaged, even to the extent of freaks or 
monstrosities—should be found to accord with all known 
facts of the case, and to answer the hard questions for which 
Darwinism was devised? Surely the progression of a char- 
acter beneath the surface, whether for one year or a million 
_—as the temper of a father not discernible in a son, but emerg- 
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ing in a grandson—is as credible as reversion under similar 
conditions. Backing up is hardly in harmony with the twen- 
tieth century. 

The teaching of Darwinism, as an approved science, to 
the children and youth of the schools of the world is the 
most deplorable feature of the whole wretched propaganda. 
It would be difficult to fix the responsibility of it. Darwin 
himself hesitated. Virchow tried, nobly, to protect the 


primary schools of Germany. The burden of his lecture at 


Munich is throughout a caution against evading the distinc- 
tion between the problematical and the proven; they are not 
on the same evidential level. “He would teach”, he said, 
“evolution, if it were only proven; it is, as yet, in the hypo- 
thetical stage; the audience ought to be warned that the 
speculative is only the possible, not actual truth; that it be- 
longs to the region of belief, and not to that of demonstration. 
As long as a problem continues in the speculative stage, it 
would be mischievous to teach it in our schools. We ought 
not to represent our conjecture as a certainty, nor our hypo- 


thesis as a doctrine.” Haeckel, always rash, advocated it. 


As they struggled, somebody lighted the fire. It was like 
the burning of the temple at Jerusalem. Titus had issued 
an order to spare it, but a Roman soldier threw a blazing 


torch into a small window and the whole structure was in — 


flames. It was like the revenge of the Pied Piper of Hamlin 
Town. It was “Rachel weeping for her children, and she 
would not be comforted, because they were not”. 


Se ee 


CHAPTER IV 
PAUL’S TESTIMONY TO THE DOCTRINE OF SIN 


BY PROFESSOR CHAS. B. WILLIAMS, B.D., PH. D., 
SOUTHWESTERN BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY, FORT WORTH, 
TEXAS 


Theodore Parker once said: “I seldom use the word 
sin. The Christian doctrine of sin is the devil’s own. I hate 
it utterly’. His view of sin shaped his views as to the 
person of Christ, atonement, and salvation. In fact, the sin 
question is back of one’s theology, soteriology, sociology, 
evangelism, and ethics. One cannot hold a Scriptural view 
of God and the plan of salvation without having a Scriptural 
idea of sin. One cannot proclaim a true theory of society 
unless he sees the heinousness of sin and its relation to all 
social ills and disorders. No man can be a successful New 
Testament evangelist publishing the Gospel as “the power 
of God unto salvation to every one that believeth”, unless he 
has an adequate conception of the enormity of sin. Nor cana 
man hold a consistent theory of ethics or live up to the highest 
standard of morality, unless he is gripped with a keen sense 
of sin’s seductive nature. 


SIN A FACT IN HUMAN HISTORY 


Paul has an extensive vocabulary of terms denoting sin 
or sins. In the Epistle to the Romans, where he elaborates 
his doctrine of sin, he uses ten general terms for sin: 

1. ‘Apapria (hamartia), 58 times in all, 43 in Romans, 


missing of the mark, sin as a principle. 2. ‘Apdprnya 


(hamarteema), twice, sin as an act. 3. T[apéBoos (para- 
basis), five times, transgression, literally walking along by 
the line but not exactly according to it. 4. Wapdrropa 
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(paraptoma), 15 times, literally a falling, lapse, deviation from 
truth and uprightness (Thayer), translated “trespass” in 
R.V. 5. ‘Ad«fa (adikia), 12 times, unrighteousness. 6. 
*AcéBea, (asebeia), four times, ungodliness, lack of reverence 
for God. 7. ’Avopia (anomia), lawlessness, six times. 
8. *Axafapota (akatharsia), nine times, uncleanness, lack of 
purity. 9, Tlapoxom, (parakoee), twice, disobedience. 10. 
TlAdvy (planee), four times, wandering, error. 

Besides these general terms for sin Paul uses many specific 
terms for various sins, 21 of these being found in the category 
of Rom. 1:29-31. Twenty-one equals three times seven and 
seems to express the idea of completeness in sin reached by 
the Gentiles. It is literally true that Paul uses scores of 
terms denoting and describing various personal sins, sensual, 
social, ethical, and religious. Is this not an unmistakable lex- 
ical evidence that the Apostle to the Gentiles believed in sin 
as a fact in human history? 

' Again, in all Paul’s leading epistles he deals with sin in 
the abstract or with sins in the concrete. In Romans 1:18- 
3:20, he discusses the failure of both Jews and Gentiles to 
attain righteousness. These chapters constitute the most 
graphic and comprehensive description of sin found in Bib- 
lical, Greek, Roman, or any, literature. It is so true to the 
facts in heathen life today that modern heathen often ac- 
cuse Christian missionaries of writing it after they have had — 
personal knowledge of their life and conduct. | 

In 1 Corinthians, gross sins are dealt with—envy, strife, 
divisions, incest, litigation, adultery, fornication, drunkenness, 
covetousness, idolatry, etc. In 2 Corinthians, some of the 
same sins are condemned. In Galatians, he implies the failure 
of man to attain righteousness in maintaining the thesis that — 
no man is justified by the deeds of the law, but any man © 
may be justified by simple faith in Christ Jesus (2:14ff), and 
mentions the works of the flesh, “fornication, uncleanness, 
lasciviousness, idolatry,” etc. (5:19). In Ephesians, he 
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recognizes that his readers were “once dead in trespasses 
and sins” (2:1), and exhorts them to lay aside certain sins 
(4:25ff). In Colossians, he does the same. In Philippians, 
he says less about sin, or sins, but in 3:3-9 he tells his ex- 
perience of failure to attain righteousness with all his ad- 
vantages of birth, training, culture, and circumstances. In 
the pastoral epistles, he rebukes certain sins with no uncertain 
voice. 


PAUL'S EXPERIENCE THE PSYCHOLOGICAL PROOF TO HIM OF 


HIS DOCTRINE OF SIN 


Paul was a Pharisee. Righteousness, or right relation 
with God, was his religious goal. As a Pharisee he felt that 
he could and must, in himself, achieve righteousness by keep- 
ing the whole written and oral law. This kind of (sup- 


posable) righteousness he afterwards describes and re- 


pudiates. “For we are the circumcision, who worship by the 


Spirit of God, and glory in Christ Jesus, and have no con- 


fidence in the flesh: though I myself might have confidence 
even in the flesh: circumcised the eighth day, of the stock 


of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebrew of Hebrews; 


as touching zeal, persecuting the church; as touching the 
righteousness which is in the law, blameless. Howbeit, what 
things were gain to me, these have I counted loss for Christ. 


~ Yea, verily, and I count all things to be loss for the excellency 


of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord; for whom I 
suffered the loss of all things and do count them but refuse, 
that I may gain Christ and be found in Him, not having a 


righteousness of mine own, even that which is of the law, 


but that which is through faith in Christ, the righteousness 
which is from God by faith” (Phil. 3:3-9, Am. Rev.). 

_ His experience as a Pharisee in trying to work out a 
righteousness of his own showed him to be a moral and 


religious failure. This experience he reflected in Rom. 7:/7-25 


(So Origen, Tertullian, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and most 
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modern New Testament scholars, though Augustine and a 
few modern New Testament scholars think the passage refers 
to the experience of a Christian). “Sin, finding occasion 
through the commandment, beguiled me and through it slew 
me . . «that through the commandment sin might be- 
come” (be shown to be) “exceeding sinful. For we know 
that the law is spiritual: but I am carnal, sold under sin. 
For that which I do I know not; for not what I would, that 
do I practise; but what I hate, that I do . . . Wretched 
man that I am! who shall deliver me out of the body of this 
death? I thank God through Jesus Christ our Lord”. So 
we see that Paul by his experience with the law was led to 
see that “in him, that is, in his flesh, dwelt no good thing;” 
that in his members is the sin principle enslaving him so 
that he “is sold under sin”, that is, under the sway of this 
sin principle. He thought the law could help him to be 
righteous. All it could do was to show him his helplessness 
as a sinner and drive him in his despair to Christ as his 
only Rescuer “out of the body of this death”. All the 
righteousness he could achieve was insufficient. Only God’s 
own righteousness, given through faith in Christ Jesus, could | 
satisfy the conscience of the awakened sinner or be acceptable 
to God. 
THE ORIGIN OF SIN 

The apostle does not discuss the larger problem, the origin 

of sin in God’s moral universe. Whence and how did sin 


originally enter the moral universe? Paul does not under- — 


take to solve this problem. Only the relative and temporal 
origin of sin, its entrance into the human race on earth, not 
its absolute and ultimate source, engages the thought of Paul. 
But what is his testimony as to how and when sin entered 
the human race? The classic passage on the source of 
human sin is Rom. 5:12-21. Let us consider it. Paul testifies 
that sin entered our race in and through the disobedience of _ 
Adam. “As through one man sin [dyapria, hamartia, the - 
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sin principle] entered into the world, and death by sin; 
and so death passed unto all men, for that all sinned 

as through one trespass the judgment came unto all men to 
condemnation . . . for as through the one man’s dis- 
obedience many were made sinners” (Rom. 5:12, 18, 19). 
In this parallelism between Adam and Christ, Paul is seek- 
ing to show, by contrast, the excellence of grace and the 


_ transcendent blessedness of the justified man in Christ. He 


is not primarily discussing the origin of human sin. But 


that does not depreciate his testimony. The fact that it is 


an incidental and not a studied testimony ety it all the 
more trustworthy and convincing. 

Nor is Paul here simply voicing the thought of his unin- 
spired fellow-countrymen as to the entrance of sin into our 


trace. Dr. Edersheim says: “So far as their opinions can 


be gathered from their writings, the great doctrines of orig- 
inal sin and the sinfulness of our whole nature were not 


held by the ancient Rabbis”.* Weber thus summarized the 
_ Jewish view as expressed in the Talmud: “By the Fall 


man came under a curse, is guilty of death, and his right 


relation to God is rendered difficult. More than this cannot 


be said. Sin, to which the bent and leaning had already 


been planted by creation, had become a fact, ‘the evil im- 


pulse’ (cor malignum, 4 Es. 3:21) gained the mastery over 
mankind, who can only resist it by the greatest efforts; be- 
fore the Fall it had power over him, but no such ascendency”.f 


The reader is referred to Wisd. 2:23ff, Ecclus. 25:24 (33), 
4 Es. 3:7, 21ff, Apoc. Baruch 17:3, 54:15, 19, as expressions 
- of the Jewish view of the entrance of sin into the world and 
_ the relation of Adam to the race in the transmission of guilt. 


_ One of these passages, Ecclus. 25:24 (33) the sin of the race 


is ect back to Eve: “from a woman was the beginning 


i of : Sin”, 


_-*“T ife and Times of Jesus the Messiah,” I. 165. 


+ Altsyn. Theol., p. 216. 
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Observe that Paul goes beyond the statement of any un- 
inspired Jewish writers— 

t. In asserting that Adam and not Eve is the one through 
whom sin entered into the race. 

2. That, in some sense, when Adam sinned, “all sinned”, 
and in his sinning “all were made” (xarectaOnoay, stood 
down or constituted) “sinners’ (Rom. 5:19). The apostle 
here means, doubtless, that all the race was seminally in 
Adam as its progenitor, and that Adam by the process of 
heredity handed down to his descendants a depraved nature. 
He can scarcely mean that each individual was actually in 
person in Adam. If Adam had not sinned and thus depraved 
and corrupted the fountain head of the race, the race itself 
would not have been the heir of sin and the reaper of its . 
fruits, sorrow, pain, and death. 

3. That in the introduction of sin into the race by its 
progenitor the race itself was rendered helpless to extricate 
itself from sin and death. This the apostle asserts over and 
over again and has already demonstrated before he reaches 
the parallelism between Adam and Christ. “That every 
mouth may be stopped and all the world brought under the © 
judgment of God”; “because by the works of the law shall 
no flesh be justified in His sight” (3:19, 20). 


THE ESSENCE AND NATURE OF SIN 


This brings us to ask, What constituted the essence or 
core of sin, as Paul saw it? Modern evolutionists emphasize’ 
the upward tendency of all things, and so sin is regarded by 
them as merely a step in the upward progress of the race; — 
that is, sin is “good in the making’. Christian Scientists go 
still farther and regard all pain and evil as merely imaginary 
creations of abnormal minds.* There is no actual evil, no 
real pain, say they. Does either of these views find endorse- 
ment in Paul? It must be noted that Paul nowhere gives 


*See “Science and Health.” 
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a formal definition of sin. But by studying the terms mostly 
on his pen we can determine his idea of sin. He uses mostly 
the noun dpopria (hamartia), 58 times, from the verb 
épaprévo (hamartano), to miss the mark, to sin. To miss 
what mark? In classical Greek it means “to miss an aim”, 
“to err in judgment or opinion”. With Paul to sin is to 
miss the mark ETHICALLY and RELIGIOUSLY. Two other 
words used by Paul show us what the mark missed is: 
éSuia (adikia), unrighteousness, lack of conformity to 


‘the will of God; dvoyia (anomia), lawlessness, failure to — 


act or live according to the standard of God’s law. So the 
mark missed is the Divine law. MUopdBaors (parabasis), © 
transgression, emphasizes the same idea, failure to measure 
up to the line of righteousness laid down in the law. 

On the other hand, sin is not merely a negation. It is a 
positive quality, It is a “fall” (Tlapdrrwya, 15. times). 
This is graphically illustrated by Paul in his description of 
the Gentile world’s idolatry, sensuality, and immorality (Rom. 
1:18-32). First, they knew God, for He taught them about 
Himself in nature and in conscience (1:19, 20). Secondly, 
they refused to worship Him as God, or to give thanks to 


Him as the Giver of all good things (1:21). Thirdly, they 


began to worship the creature rather than the Creator, then 


gave themselves up to idolatry in a descending scale, wor- 


shipping first human images, then those of birds, then those 


of beasts and reptiles (1:22-25). Fourthly, this wrong idea 
of God and false relation to Him degraded them into the 
grossest sensuality and blackest immorality (1:26-32). Is 


- this progress of the race? If so, it is progress in the un- 


folding. of sin’s cumulative power, and that where human 
philosophy and culture were doing their utmost to stem the 
tide of vice and contribute to the advancement of human 
government, thought, art, and ethics—in the Roman Empire 
where flourished Hellenistic culture. But Paul was convinced 
from his own experience and his observation of society, 
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illumined and led as he was by the Divine Spirit, that the 
sin principle in men was not an upward but a downward 
tendency, and that in spite of all the philosophies, and all 
culture and ethics, to train men in the upward way, intel- 
lectually, aesthetically, socially, and morally, still they were 
carried on down deeper and deeper in vice as they forgot 
God and followed out the trend of their own thoughts and 
desires. That is, if sin is a link in the chain of man’s evolu- 
tion, Paul would say it was a downward and not an upward 
step in the long road of man’s development. 

Let us look at another term used by Paul to express God’s - 
attitude toward sin. This is the term “wrath” (dpyn), 
occurring 20 times in Paul’s epistles*. Thayer defines this 
term thus: “That in God which stands opposed to man’s 
disobedience, obduracy, and sin, and manifests itself in punish- 
ing the same.”t That is, sin is diametrically opposite to the 
element of holiness and righteousness in God’s character, 
and so God’s righteous character revolts at sin in man and 
manifests this revulsion by punishing sin. This manifesta- 
tion of the Divine displeasure at sin is not spasmodic or ar- 
bitrary. It is the natural expression of a character that loves 
right and goodness. Because he does approve and love right 
and goodness, He must disapprove and hate unrighteousness 
and evil. The spontaneous expression of this attitude of 
God’s character toward sin is “wrath”. How heinous and 
enormous sin must be, if the loving and gracious God, in 
whom Paul believes, thus hates and punishes it! Its nature 
must be the opposite of those highest attributes of God, holi- 
ness, righteousness, love. 

Take another term used by Paul, todos (hupodikos), 


guilty (Rom. 3:19). Thayer thus defines this term: “Under / 


judgment, one who has lost his suit; with a dative of per- 





*This count follows Moulton and Geden, Concordance to the’ 
Greek Testament, and excludes Heb. from Paul’s epistles. 
+ Greek English Lexicon to New Testament. 
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son, debtor to one, owing satisfaction”.* In this passage it 
is used with the dative of God (6) and so ‘fall the 
world” is declared by Paul to be “under judgment of God, 
having lost its suit with God, owing satisfaction to God” 
(and, it being implied, not able to render satisfaction to 
Him). This passage implies that the essence of sin is 
“quilt”. Man by sin ts “under judgment”, “under sentence”. 
‘He has come into court with God, is found to have broken 
God’s law, and so is guilty and liable to punishment. A sec- 
ondary element in sin is implied in this term, the helplessness 
of man in sin, “owing satisfaction to God”, but not able to 
render it. 

It must be noted that Paul thinks of this guilt as having 
DIFFERENT DEGREES according to the light against which the 
sinner sins (Rom. 2:12-14). The Gentile sins without the 
law, that is, without knowing the requirements of the written 

law, and so he perishes without the law, that is, without the 
severity specially provided for the transgressor in the written 
jaw. But the Jew, who sins against the superior light of 
written revelation, shall receive the more severe penalty 
prescribed in the written law. All men are guilty of breaking 
God’s law, but the different realms of law afford different 
degrees of light, and so the various transgressors are guilty 
in varying degrees, just as there are different degrees of mur- 
der and manslaughter, according to the circumstances and 
motives of those guilty. 

Paul uses the term sin to express three phases of sin: 
First, the sin principle, or sin im the abstract. He uses 
‘the term more often in this sense than in any other. He 

often personifies the sin principle, doubtless because he be- 
lieves in the personal Satan. Sreconpiy, by implication he 
teaches that man is in a state of sin. (Rom. 5:18, 19.) “All 
men unto condemnation” means that men are in a state of 
- condemnation—guilty of breaking God’s law, and therefore 
rr ibid. 
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worthy of punishment. “Made sinners’ signifies that man’s 
nature is essentially sinful, and so man may be said to be 
under the sin principle, or in the state of sin (though this 
phrase, “in the state of sin,’ does not occur in Paul, but 
first in theologians of a later age). TuHirpiy, Paul uses 
several terms for sin which signify acts of sin. Here he views 
it in the concrete. Men forget God, hate God, lie, steal, 
kill, commit adultery, hate parents, love self, etc., ete. In this 
sense he sees the stream of human conduct which is only the 
expression of the sin principle. 


RELATION OF THE LAW TO SIN 


Does the law produce sin? Is the law sinful in that it 
causes men to sin? Not at all, asserts Paul. “What shall 
we say then? Is the law sin? God forbid. Howbeit, I had 
not known sin, except through the law: for I had not known 
coveting, except the law had said, Thou shalt not covet; but. 
sin, finding occasion, wrought in me through the command- 
ment all manner of coveting; for apart from the law sin is. 
dead”, etc., etc. (Rom. 7:7-14, R. V.) The following nents 
seem clearly expressed in this passage: 

rt. The law is not the real cause of man’s sin. Not even 
its severest demands can be charged with causing man’s sin. 

2. This is true, because the law is essentially “holy, 
righteous, good’; holy in the double sense of being a separate 
order of being and conduct ordained by God and also requir- 
ing holiness, or the following of this separate order of being 
and conduct; righteous in the sense of being the expression 
of God’s wili and the standard of man’s thoughts and ac- 
_ tions; good in the sense that it is ordained for benevolent 
ends. It is also called “spiritual” in the sense that it was 
given through God’s Spirit and conduces to spirituality if 
obeyed from the right motive. 

3. But this holy aoe righteous, good and spiritual, law) 
became “THE OCCASION” of sinning. This Paul illustrates 
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with the tenth commandment. He would not have coveted 
if the law had not said, Thou shalt not covet. The Greek 
word for “occasion” (ddopy_) means literally “a base 
of operations” (Thayer). The sin principle makes the com- 
mand of God its headquarters for a life-long campaign of 
struggle in man, urging him to evil actions and deterring 
him from good ones. There is something in man which re- 
volts from doing the thing demanded and inclines him to 
do the thing forbidden. Hence, the sin principle, using this 
tendency in man, and so making the law the base of its 
operations, hecomes the “occasion” to sinning. 

4. The law shows the sinfulness of sin—shows it to be 
heinous in its nature and deadly in its consequences. ae 
is what Paul intimated in Rom. 5:20, when he said, “the 
law came in besides that the trespass might abound”, re 
law shows men that they are failures in the matter of achiev- 
ing righteousness. 

5. The law thus NEGATIVELY prepares the way for lead- 
ing men to Christ as their only Rescuer. “Wretched man 
that I am! Who shall deliver me out of the body of this 
death? I thank God through Jesus Christ our Lord” (Rom. 
7:24, 25). The apostle was driven to despair as he plunged 
headlong into persecution and its enormous sins, but when he 
“reached the end of ‘his own strength he looked up and ac- 
cepted deliverance from the risen Christ. 


RELATION OF THE FLESH TO SIN 


Paul often uses the term “flesh” (odpé) in contrast 
with the term spirit. In this sense flesh, according to Thayer, 
‘means “mere human nature, the earthly nature of man apart 
from Divine influence, and therefore prone to sin and op- 
posed to God”. He regards the flesh (occurring 84 times) as 
the seat of the sin principle. “In me, that is, in my flesh, 
dwelleth no good thing” (Rom. 7:18). He does not mean 
to deny that sin as a guilty act rests on the human will. He 
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always takes for granted human freedom to choose. Yet 

he regards the lower nature of man (his sarx) as the element — 
of weakness and corruption in man, which furnishes a field © 
for the operation of the sin principle. The law is the “BASE © 
of operations” (occasion), but the flesh is the open FIELD — 


where the sin principle operates. This sin principle drags 
the higher man (called “the inner man”, Rom. 7:22, “the 
mind, or reason,” vots, 7:25, or more usually, the spirit) 
down into the realm of the flesh and through the passions, 


appetites, etc. (Gal. 5:16, Eph. 2:3), leads the whole man 


into thoughts, acts, and courses of sin. 
But we must hasten to say that Paul does not adopt the 
Platonic view that matter is evil per se. Paul does not think 





of man’s physical structure as being in itself sinfui and his _ 


spirit, or soul, in itself as holy. He merely emphasizes the 
serfdom of man under the sway of the sin principle on ac- 
count of the weakness of human flesh. Nor does Paul claim 


that human reason is free from sin because it approves the 
law of God. His expression (Rom. 7:25) “I of myself with 
the mind [reason] indeed serve [am slave to] the law of 
God; but with the flesh the law of sin”, only emphasizes the 
fact of struggle in man; that the higher nature does ap- 
prove the requirements of God’s law, though it cannot meet 
those demands because of the slavery of his lower natite 
(flesh) to the sin principle. 


THE CONSEQUENCES OF SIN 


This point needs no prolonged discussion. Paul thinks of 
death, with its train of antecedents, sorrow, pain and all kinds 
of suffering, as the consequence of sin. This means physical 
as well as spiritual death, and the latter (separation of man 
from fellowship with God) is of prime import to Paul. We 


need not bring Paul into conflict with the claims of modern 
natural scientists, that man would have suffered physical 


death had Adam never sinned. The only man that scientists 
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know is the mortal man descended from Adam who sinned. 
Therefore they cannot logically assert that man would have 
died had Adam not sinned. Nor need we say that Paul’s 
cosmic view of ‘sin, namely, that the entrance of the sin 
principle into human life by Adam vitiated the whole cosmos, 
that because of sin “the whole creation groaneth and travaileth 
together in pain until now” (Rom. 7:22), is unscientific. 
He here merely asserted the great fact that all cosmic life, 
plant, animal, and human, has been made to suffer because 
of the presence of sin in man. Who can doubt it? See 
ont) ssi2-14,,21; 6:21; 7:10; 8:19-25; Eph. 2:1, etc. 


THE UNIVERSALITY OF SIN 


Paul regards every man as a guilty sinner, however great 
may be his natural or cultural advantages. He felt that he 
had the greatest advantages “in the flesh” to attain righteous- 
ness (Phil. 3:3-9), but he had miserably failed (Rom. 7:24). 
‘Therefore all men have failed (Rom. 1:18-2:29). But he is 
not satisfied with a mere experiential demonstration of the 
universality of sin. He likewise bases it on the dictum of 
‘Scripture (Rom. 3:9-20). More than that he studied the 
facts of human life, both Jewish and Gentile, and so by the 
inductive method is led by the Spirit to declare “by the 
_ works of the law shall no flesh be justified in His sight” 
(Rom. 3:20); “All have sinned and are coming short of 

_ the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). 


THE PERSISTENCE OF THE SIN PRINCIPLE 


‘In Gal. 5:17, 18, Paul tells the Galatian Christians that 
“the flesh ‘usteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit against 
the flesh; cor these are contrary the one to the other, that 
ye may not do the things that ye would”. Lightfoot says: 
eT odis an appeal to their own consciousness: Have you not 
evidence of these two opposing principles in your own 
Wmeartse * The Galatian Christians are exhorted to “walk 


_ *“Com, on Gal.” in loco. 





62 The Fundamentals 


in the Spirit” and let not the sin principle, which is not ut- 
terly vanquished in the flesh at regeneration, prevail and 
cover them in defeat and shame. This same persistence of 
the sin principle is described in Rom. 8:5-9, where he surely | 
is describing the experience of believers. Then in Phil. 3:12- 
14, he alludes to his own Christian experience thus: “I 
count not that I have already obtained; or am already made 
perfect; but I press on if so be that I may lay hold on that 
for which also I was laid hold on by Christ Jesus. Brethren, 
I count not myself yet to have laid hold. . . . I press on 
toward the goal unto the prize of the high calling of God 
in Christ Jesus”. Paul knew by experience that the old 
sin principle still pursued him and that on account of the 
weakness of the flesh he had not reached the “goal” of prac- 
tical righteousness. Even in his old age (1 Tim. 1:15) he 
breaks forth in the consciousness of his own enormous in- 
herent sinfulness: “Faithful is the saying, and worthy of all 
acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save 
sinners; of whom J am chief’. Every Greek scholar knows 
that in the last clause, “I am”, both pronoun and verb being 
expressed and their order inverted, is emphatic. Sin pursued 
the great and consecrated apostle even down to gray hairs. 
Sin is a Napoleon conducting his disturbing, destructive, and 
death bringing campaigns even in the Christian’s life. We 
may, by the grace of God and the help of the Spirit, make 
him prisoner on Elba, but he will escape and continue till 
life’s latest breath to distract our minds and defeat our 
holiest ambitions. But this Napoleon in the realm of our 
religious experience, like the Napoleon in the « erience of 
European kings and nations, shall meet his Waterloo. 


SIN FINALLY VANQUISHED IN CHRIST JESUS 


Paul has this thought of conquest in mind in that unique 
passage, Rom. 5:12-21. The conquest of sin by grace in 
Christ Jesus far transcends the demolishing power of sin 


Paul’s Testimony to the Doctrine of Sin 63 


handed down by Adam to his posterity. “But where sin 
abounded, grace abounded more exceedingly, that as sin 
reigned in death, éven so might grace reign through righteous- 
ness unto eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord”. This 
is the apostle’s pzean of triumph as he draws the last pen 
stroke in describing the blessedness of the justified man. 

The first historic conquest of sin in Christ was His con- 
ception without sin; though born of a sinful woman, her 


‘sinful nature was not handed down to Him. Then followed 


victory after victory—in those thirty silent years in which 


He never yielded to a single sinful impulse; in the wilderness 


struggle when in that supreme moment He said, Get thee 


hence, Satan; on Calvary when He meekly submitted to 


the sufferings of human sin, in which submission He showed 
Himself above sin; in the resurrection when death was de- 
feated and driven from his own battle field, the grave, while 
He as the Son of God arose in triumph and in forty days 
afterward sat down on the right hand of the Father, to send 
to men the Spirit to apply and enforce His mediatorial work. 

Then this conquest of sin is personalized in each believer. 


_ At regeneration the sin principle is subdued by the Spirit in 


a 


Christ and the Divine nature so implanted as to guarantee 


the complete conquest of sin. In the life of consecration and 


service the sin principle goes down in defeat step by step, 


until in death whose sting is sin, the believer triumphs in 


Christ on the last field; he feels no sting and knows the 
strife with the sin monster is forever passed, and in exul- 
tation he receives “an abundant entrance” to the kingdom 
of glory, as Paul triumphantly received it.- (Phil, '1:21,°235 
2 Tim. 4:6-8.) 


CHAPTER V 
THE SCIENCE OF CONVERSION : 4 


BY REV. H. M. SYDENSTRICKER, PH. D., 
WEST POINT, MISSISSIPPI 


1. THE CASE STATED d 


The penetration of scientific investigation into the erst-— 
while unknown regions of things is one of the wonders of the © 
age. All departments of creation are yielding up their secrets © 
to the searching eye of science. 

The causes of things are being sought after, not only in 
the natural world, but in all realms as well, so that things may © 
be brought more certainly and directly under the human will. 
The unseen operations by which powerful results are produced 
are forced to yield and tell their secrets. New powers are 
discovered in all realms of investigation and subdued as never 
before to the service of man. Practically everything is 
reduced to science, and men are learning the how and the 
wherefore of things physical, mental and spiritual. The better 
these things are understood, the more completely are we the 
masters of the world for whose subjection man was com- 
missioned, 

Now our inquiry is whether the conversion of the human 
soul—the divinely wrought new birth—lies within the range 
of scientific investigation. Can the operations of the Divine 
forces and the divinely appointed means for the conversion of 
a soul be made to yield to scientific research, so that we can 
produce results with the same degree of certainty as does the 
chemist in his laboratory? . Do the laws of cause and effect 
operate in the spiritual realm as in the naturai world, and can 
we apply spiritual means and causes with the same degree of 
certainty as in physical things? Can we get out of the realm 
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| ‘of the uncertain and the vague in working with human souls 
Jand operate with absolute assurance of adequate and satis- 
factory results? 
| In this greatest of all works, and which is practically com- 
“mitted to man, has God left us to absolute uncertainties as to 
{ ‘results? Is it not true that if the divinely ordained means be 
properly used the results can be obtained with the same scien- 
tific certainty as in other things, and results also which are in 
no sense spurious but the actual effect of efficient and properly 
applied causes? Are not the promises of God absolute, and 
do not many incidents in the work and history of the Church 
demonstrate that the conversion of souls was the direct result 
of God-appointed and man-applied means thereto, operated by 
purely scientific methods, although the workers had no thought 
of science in their work? Are we not bound to obey God’s 
laws in all scientific operations in the physical world, and must 
we not scientifically obey His laws in the higher realm of His 
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2. THE CASE DIAGNOSED 


A careful diagnosis of the case under consideration may 
help us towards a scientific answer to our investigation. To 
know the patient, and especially to know precisely the nature 
of the disease, is of prime importance in the successful treat- 
"ment of it. Otherwise, all treatment is mere guess-work. 

» Our subject in this inquiry is a degenerate human soul. 
p Degenerate meaning an inherent unrighteousness and an innate 
corruption that has affected every fiber and faculty of the 

human soul. This total depravity does not mean that man is 

_ actually and practically as mean as he is capable of being, but 

- it means that the total man is depraved in all of his parts, and 

f that he is born in that condition. 

This native degeneracy is of a twofold nature: First, it is a 

egal condemnation descending to every human soul from a 
justly condemned ancestry who represented and stood for the 
| whole race in the government of God under the covenant of 
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works first made with man. Second, it is a complete moral 

corruption of the whole soul so that all the faculties of the — 
soul are affected in such a way as to make them incapabie 
of right action, so that every imagination of the heart is only © 
evil continually. This morally degenerate man, in the adult — 


stage, is also guilty of manifold actual sins, confirming his 


condemnation and making his moral nature all the more — 
depraved. In addition to this already depraved condition, this © 
degenerate man has no desire for a better life; his perverted © 
natural taste refuses it, and he is even unwilling to consider — 
anything better. He actually loves his depraved condition © 
and revels in the things that develop still more the baser — 


principles in him. Moreover, his intellect is so blunted that 


he is incapable of apprehending spiritual truths and his eyes — 


are so stigmatized that he cannot see the light. 


Such then is the character of the unconverted man, ‘he 4 


subject now under consideration. And it is very evident, that 


while we may be able with the aid of Divine revelation and q 


human observation and experience to diagnose the case cor- 


rectly, the remedy is found in a higher realm, though it may be 


applied in part through human agencies. 


3, THE DIVINE PROPOSITION 


In view of this apparently hopeless case, what is the Divine ’ 


proposition regarding it? What does the Divine plan contem- 
plate? It is quite evident that the ultimate goal of the Divine 


proposition is to get rid of sin. But to get rid of the sin we © 


thust get rid of the sinner, otherwise sin remains. 





In getting rid of the sinner two things are possible, either 


by judgment to destroy the sinner and with him also the sin, 
ot by Divine grace to convert the sinner and thus remove the 
sin, Both methods are used in the Divine government, but 


conversion is what now concerns us. The Divine proposition 


is not to destroy the sinner, but to save him by making out of 


him a totally new man—to transform him from a child of sin 
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nto a real child of God. Not merely a son of God, but an 
tually born child, so that by birth he becomes an heir of God 
nd a joint-heir with Christ to a heavenly inheritance. 

That the Divine power is sufficient for such an achievement 
s not to be questioned for a moment. But does the work fall 
vithin the range of scientific investigation and are the methods 
o be used strictly scientific? Is the Divine method in applying 
complete salvation to this awfully degenerate soul really scien- 
ific? Is it supposable that God is less scientific in this the 
rery greatest of all His works than He is in the lesser things 
n His government? Does He work by one set of laws in | 
he natural world, and by different laws, or no laws at all, in 
he higher spiritual realm? 

‘But if God is scientific—if the conversion of the human 
oul i is accomplished by scientific methods—it . ollows that the 
work is best done when done by God’s methods, if indeed it 
an be done at all in any other way. And if God’s method is 
scientific, has He adequately revealed to us His method so that 
t can be certainly and successfully used by us as His workers? 
And if this revelation is made to us we dare not depart from 
God’s method, whatever other methods may be suggested. For, 
£ we depart from the methods God has given and by which 
God Himself works, our work will be a failure entirely or the 
esults will be inadequate and spurious. 


4. THE MEANS DISCOVERED 


 God’s ‘proposition being stated and His methods being 
scientific, we must next discover the means by which the work 
is to be accomplished. Let it be remembered that in all things 
sertaining to man in both temporal and spiritual matters God 
works by means, and usually through human agencies. 

_ But in the work of converting the human soul it is evident 
that the means are twofold. First, those means applied direct 
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on the part of God to the soul from within; and second, those _ 
means applied from without through the senses by human 
agencies and instrumentalities. It is a fact, however, that even j 
the means used directly on the part of God are at least in part | 
applied through human agencies; so that the conversion of 
adult souls, so far as we are able to see, is ordinarily through © 
human instrumentalities. 

Hence the means by which the human soul is converted, or 
born into the family of God, are: q 

(1) The Divine Spirit, which is the alone Divine Agent, 
and without which no soul, of infant or adult, can ever pass - 
from spiritual death to spiritual life. This Divine Spirit” 
operates how and where He pleases and with or without means 
and agencies. : 

(2) The Word of God, which is the sword of the Spirit,” 
reaching and quickening men’s souls through the reasoning” 
and emotional faculties. The Word is effectual only as accom-_ 
panied by the quickening power of the Spirit, while at the 
same time it may be variously applied externally. ' 

(3) The benign influence of Christians, demonstrating 
the reality and power and blessedness of the new life in the 
soul of the converted man. q 

(4) Real prayer, by which the regenerate soul brings the 
unregenerate to the very feet of the Divine Saviour and’ 
insistently implores the Divine grace. 4 

(5) An absolute faith on the part of the human agent. | 
This faith is an absolute confidence in the ability of God and 
in His purpose to accomplish the work through the means then 
being used, whenever the conditions thereto are complied 
with. There can be no true faith when the available means are 
not used and the known conditions not complied with. 















5. THE MEANS APPLIED 


Here is where the science of conversion is especially mani- 
fest. Everything in nature must be done in God’s way, and 
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30d’s way is always scientific, and all things are best done 
when we adhere most closely to God’s methods. The conver- 
sion of the human soul is no exception to this rule. We can 
sonvert men most successfully when we adhere strictly to the 
Divine science of the work. Our failures are no doubt largely 
lue to our not complying with God’s ways of doing the work. 
We adhere strictly to God’s laws in growing our crops. 
[he seed is first placed where the dormant life powers are 
iroused and the seed caused to germinate. Afterwards follow 
the blade, the stalk and the mature fruit. No human power 
or wisdom can change this law of germination and growth. So 
the human soul being spiritually dead is incapable of doing 
anything towards an awakening to a new life; and being also 
unable even to will to do such a thing, it is quite evident that 
the very first thing essential is the direct application of the life-_ 
siving power of the Divine Spirit to the dormant soul. This 
life-giving touch prepares the soul for the effectual application 
of all the other appointed means by which the soul is brought 
into the realities and fullness of the new life. But ordinar- 
ily, if not always, the application of the life-giving Spirit 
through human agencies is in answer to prayer somehow and 
somewhere. May it not be true that every soul born into the 
kingdom of God is in answer to the supplication of some 
earnest Christian whose heart is as large as humanity and. 
whose prayer touches every lost soul of man. 
_ Hence prayer is scientifically the first means and the 
prime force to be applied by the true Christian in producing 
the conversion of a human soul. It is perfectly certain that 
nothing can be effectively done until the Spirit is applied, 
and the Spirit is ordinarily given in answer to prayer—that 
is, the quickening Spirit that arouses the soul and prepares it 
for the effectual application of other divinely appointed 
means. We question whether the Spirit is ever given with- 
out prayer where prayer is available, as in all othér things 
human agencies are required when available. 
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plication of the Word by which the soul of the hearer is 
reached through the intellect, the reasoning faculties bein 
aroused, and through them the appeal of the Gospel is forced 
into the newly awakened conscience. Here all the powers of 
eloquence and reason and persuasion come into full play and 
ate made éffectual in turning the eyes of the awakened sou 
to the cross. ; 

Next, the awakened soul now becomes co-operative wit 
the Divine Spirit, and with the Word and with other externa 
means, and the result is belief in the Word on the part of 
the aroused soul, and through the receiving of the Word 
there follows an actual, personal, living faith in the Christ 
set forth in the Gospel, followed by outward confession, 
obedience and Christian service. 

Hence the scientific order of the application of the means 
for the conversion of a soul is: The prayer of the Church 
and the Christian worker for the application of the quickenin 
Spirit on the part of God. The preaching of the Word and 
the use of other external means. The responsive and co- 
operative and receptive act of the sinner, now made willing 
by the Spirit of God. And the wholly personal act of faith 
in Christ on the part of the sinner by which he rH 
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Second to the Spirit’s work, and along with it, is the * 












receives by his own volition the Saviour as set before him 
confesses Him and becomes obedient to Him as his Lord and 
Master. 
6. THE CONDITIONS IMPOSED 

In all scientific operations there are conditions that must 
be complied with, otherwise the results are either spurious 
or disastrous. This accounts for the vast number of spurious 
conversions and lapses in the churches. Unscrupulous and 
ignorant men seeking after a display of numbers use all. 
sorts of devices in all sorts of ways to produce apparent con- 
versions. Just as well might the chemist go into his laboratory 
and throw together any and all sorts of chemicals and expect 






The Science of Conversion 71 
¢ 
correct and scientific results. Correct results might acci- 
dentally follow, but the aimost inevitable results would be 
poisons and explosions. Is not the same true in the un- 
scriptural and unscientific methods used by many who pose 
as expert conversionists in so many of the pseudo revivals 
now so much in vogue? 

The conditions imposed for the true conversion of souls 
are both philosophic and scientific, and at the same time 
supremely gracious and benevolent, ever looking to the 
highest good of all concerned, both to the soul that is being 
saved and the worker through whom the results are accom- 
plished. 

_ These conditions are imposed by God Himself. Hence He 
becomes responsible for the results when the conditions are 
really fulfilled on our part. The results may not always 
be as we may calculate or desire, but they will always cor- 
respond to the means as used. 

_ These conditions are twofold. On the part of the Chris- 
bia worker in applying God’s means for the salvation of 
men in God’s ways. The danger here is in applying all 
sorts of human means in any way whatever so as to obtain 
apparent results. Often we blame God directly or indirectly 
for the poverty and character of the results, when as a matter 
of fact we have never complied with God’s conditions, which 
are always natural, reasonable and scientific. 

- Second, on the part of the sinner these conditions apply, 
 itialese although he is spiritually dead, he is intellectually 
alive and morally a free agent, and hence responsible for his 
conduct, including his unbelief and his rejection of Christ as 
his Saviour. He is responsible for the opportunities placed 
before him, and consequently he is responsible for the con- 
ditions God has imposed for the salvation of his soul. No 
an, in any Gospel land at least, can truthfully and con- 
cientiously claim that he has fully met God’s conditions for 
is salvation and that God has rejected him, or that the results 
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have not been adequate and scientific. On the other hand, no ~ 
Christian worker has a right to the God-promised results — 
until he has met the God-imposed conditions. A partial use 
of means, used in an indifferent way for only a limited time, — 
is not scientific and is not meeting God’s conditions. This — 
is true not only in the work of actual soul-saving, but in the — 
Christian life as well. 


7. THE RESULTS OBTAINED 


The results obtained in the conversion of a human soul 
are equally scientific with the means used thereto. . 

The primary result is a new man. Not an old man made 
over, but a new man, possessed of a new life and endowed 
with new and enlarged possibilities. A man with a new 
vision both of this life and of the eternal future. A man — 
inspired with a new hope, the flukes of which are struck 
into the very throne of God and which is a positive and — 
inalienable title to an inheritance in heaven. A man with 
a positive personal faith in Christ. A faith that makes © 
Christ his personal possession with all that Christ is and all — 
that He has and all that He has done. A man whose whole 
life is reversed from the service of sin and self to the kind — 
and willing service of Christ as his new Master. . 

That such a man is the scientific result of the means that 
have been applied goes without argument. It is only in har- — 
mony with the great laws of God that govern His kingdom ~ 
from the combination of the most minute chemical atoms — 
to the swing of the spheres in His boundless universe. . 

First of all, life produces life of its own kind. Hence 
the life-giving touch of the Divine Spirit imparts life of its 
own kind to the dormant soul and it becomes the living son 
of God. This result is as manifestly scientific as can be 
found in all nature. The immortal soul already exists en- — 
dowed with all the possibilities of a finite being, but the 
eternal life is the scientific result of the life-giving touch — 
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of the Spirit of God. It is in fact impossible that the result 
be otherwise. 

Another result is the effect produced upon the will of the 
convert. His will is renewed and is now in harmony with 
the Divine will, and this is produced by the action of the 
Divine will upon the will of the sinner. Here again the 
Divine begets its likeness in the changed will of the con- 
verted soul. A natural and scientific result. 

Again, through the enlightening and persuading power of 
the Gospel the sinner is led to see the error of his way and 
‘the condition of his soul, and repentance of sins and faith 

in Christ are the result. The man is outwardly converted 
and his whole life and service reversed. These are again 
the scientific results of the means used according to the 
Divine order of things. ‘That these results do not always 
follow the preaching of the Word may be largely due to 
the fact that the means have been used amiss for the mere 
gratification of the lust of the worker, or that other neces- 
sary means have been neglected, especially prayer. And the 
reason why so many conversions are not genuine is due to 
the fact that they are merely external conversions, the result 
of exciting rant called preaching the Gospel, while prayer 
for the internal work of the Spirit has been totally ignored. 
~ In the whole process of conversion it is a fundamental 
principle that like begets like, and means produce results 
according to purely scientific laws, and if the results are 
not scientific they are spurious, external and temporary. A 
- beautiful and pointed illustration is found in the conversion 
of the congregation at the house of Cornelius. The means 
_ were used—though unwittingly on the part of men—in the 
‘scientific order. Prayer, the Holy Spirit, the preached 
Word; and the results were conversion, confession and Chris- 
tian service. 


CHAPTER VI 


THE DOCTRINAL VALUE 
OF THE FIRST CHAPTERS OF GENESIS 


BY THE REV. DYSON HAGUE, M. A., 
VICAR OF THE CHURCH OF THE EPIPHANY; PROFESSOR OF LIT- 
URGICS, WYCLIFFE COLLEGE, TORONTO, ONTARIO, CANADA 


The Book of Genesis is in many respects the _most_im- 
portant book in the Bible. It is of the first importance be- 
cause it answers, not exhaustively, but sufficiently, the funda- 
mental questions of the human mind. It contains the first 
authoritative information given to the race concerning ‘these . 
questions of everlasting interest: the Being of God; the 
origin of the universe; the creation of-man; the origin of 
the soul; the fact of revelation; the introduction of sin; the 
promise of salvation; the primitive division of the human 
race; the purpose of the elected people; the preliminary part 
in the program of Christianity. In one word, in this inspired | 
volume of beginnings, we have the satisfactory explanation of | 
all the sin and misery and contradiction now in this world, and 
the reason of the scheme of redemption. : . 

Or, to put it in another way.. The Book of Genesis is 
the seed in which the plant of God’s Word is enfolded. It 
is the starting point of God’s gradually-unfolded plan of 
the ages. Genesis is the plinth of the pillar of the Divine 
revelation. It is the root of the tree of the inspired Scrip- 
tures. It is the source of the stream of the holy writings 
of the Bible. If the base of the pillar is removed, the pillar 
falls. If the root of the tree is cut out, the tree will wither 
and die. If the fountain head of the stream is cut off, the 
stream will dry up. The Bible as a whole is like a chain ? 
hanging upon two staples. The Book of Genesis is the one 
staple; the Book of Revelation is the other. Take brad 
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either staple, the chain falls in confusion. If the first chap- 
ters of Genesis are unreliable, the revelation of the beginning 


of the universe, the origin of the race, and the reason of its 


redemption are gone. If the last chapters of Revelation are 


displaced the consummation of all things is unknown. If 
you take away Genesis, you have lost the explanation of 
the first heaven, the first earth, the first Adam, and the fall. 


If you take away Revelation you have lost the completed truth 


of the new heaven, and the new earth, man redeemed, and the 
second Adam in Paradise regained. 
Further: in the first chapters of the Book of Genesis, 


you have the strong and sufficient foundation of the sub- 


sequent developments of the kingdom of God; the root-germ 


of all Anthropology, Soteriology, Christology, Satanology, to 


say nothing of the ancient and modern problems of the mys- 


tery and culpability of sin, the Divine ordinance of the 


Lord’s Day, the unity of the race, and God’s establishment 


of matrimony and the family life. 


; its Mosaic authorship. It was evidently accepted by Christ | 
the Infallible, our Lord and God, as historical, as one single 


‘We assume from the start the historicity of Genesis and 


composition, and as the work of Moses. It was accepted by » 
Paul. the inspired. It was accepted universally by the divinely 


inspired leaders of God’s chosen people. (See Green’s~. 
| ‘Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch.”) It has validated itself : 


to the universal Church throughout the ages by its realism and 
consistency, and by what has been finely termed its subjective 
truthfulness. We postulate especially the historicity of the 
first chapters. These are not only valuable, they are vital. 

hey are the essence of Genesis. The Book of Genesis is 
F dah the work of a theorist or a tribal annalist. Tt is still 


less the product of some anonymous compiler or compilers 


in some unknowable era, of a series of myths, historic in form 
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- but unhistoric in fact. Its opening is an apocalypse, a direct 
_ revelation from the God of all truth. Whether it was given 
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in a vision or otherwise, it would be impossible to say. But 
it is possible, if not probable, that the same Lord God, who 
revealed to His servant as he was in the Spirit on the Lord’s 
Day the apocalypse of the humanly unknown and unknowable 
events of man’s history which will transpire when this heaven 
and this earth have passed away, would also have revealed 
to His servant, being in the Spirit, the apocalypse of the 
humanly unknowable and unknown events which transpired 


. before this earth’s history began. It has been asserted that 


the beginning and the end of things are both absolutely hidden 
from science. Science has to do with phenomena. It is 
where science must confess its impotence that revelation steps 


in, and, with the authority of God, reveais those things that 


are above it. The beginning of Genesis, therefore, is a 


divinely inspired narrative of the events deemed necessary 
by God to establish the foundations for the Divine Law in 
the sphere of human life, and to set forth the relation be- 


tween the omnipotent’ Creator and the man who fell, and the 


race that was to be redeemed by the incarnation of His Son. 

The German rationalistic idea, which has passed over into 
thousands of more or less orthodox Christian minds, is that 
these earliest chapters embody ancient traditions of the Sem- 
itic-oriental mind. Others go farther, and not only deny them 
to be the product of the reverent and religious mind of the 
Hebrew, but assert they were simply oriental legends, not 


born from above and of God, but born in the East, and ae 


ably in pagan Babylonia. 
We would therefore postulate the following propositions: 
1. The Book of Genesis has no doctrinal value if it is 
not authoritative. , 


2. The Book of Genesis is not authoritative if it is not. 


true. For if it is not history, it is not reliable; and if it is 
not revelation, it is not authoritative. 


ey 


3. The Book of Genesis is not true if it is not from 
God. For if it is not from God, it is not inspired; and if it. 
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is not inspired, it possesses to us no doctrinal value whatever. 
4, The Book of Genesis is not direct from God if it is 
a heterogeneous compilation of mythological folklore by un- 
knowable writers. 
5. If the Book of Genesis is a legendary narrative, 
anonymous, indefinitely erroneous, and the persons it de- 
scribed the mere mythical personifications of tribal genius, 
it is of course not only non-authentic, because non-authen- 
ticated, but an insufficient basis for doctrine. “The residuum 
of dubious truth, which might with varying degrees of consent 
be extracted therefrom, could never be accepted as a founda- 
tion for the superstructure of eternally trustworthy doctrine, © 
for it is an axiom that that only is of doctrinal value which 
is God’s Word. Mythical and legendary fiction, and still 
more, erroneous and misleading tradition, are incompatible 
“not only with the character of the God of all truth, but with 
the truthfulness, trustworthiness, and absolute authority of 
the Word of God. We have not taken for our credentials 
cleverly invented myths. The primary documents, if there } 
were such, were collated and revised and re-written by Moses | 
by inspiration of God. 
_ A sentence in Margoliouth’s “Lines of Defence” deserves 
an attentive consideration today. We should have some op- 
“portunity, said the Oxford professor, of gauging the skill of 
those on whose faith the old-fashioned belief in the authen- 
_ ticity of Scripture has been abandoned. (p. 293.) One would 
perhaps prefer to put the idea in this way. Our modern 
Christians should have more opportunity not only of ap-. 
' praising the skill, but of gauging also the spiritual qualifi- | 
_ cations of a critical school that has been characterized notori- . 
_ ously by an enthusiasm against the miraculous, and a precip> 
itate adoption of any conclusion from a rationalistic source . 
which militates against the historicity of Genesis. 
Christians are conceding too much nowadays to the agnostic 
scientist, and the rationalistic Hebraist, and are often to blame 
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if they allow them to go out of their specific provinces without 
protest. Their assumptions ought to be watched with the ut- 
most vigilance and jealousy. (See Gladstone, “The Impreg- 
nable Rock of Holy Scripture,” pp. 62-83.) 

But to resume. The Book of Genesis is the foundaan 
on which the superstructure of the Scriptures rests. The 
foundation of the foundation is the first three chapters, which 
form in themselves a complete monograph of revelation. And 
of this final substructure the first three verses of the first 
chapter are the foundation. 

In the first verse of Genesis in words of supertaiaaal gran- 
deur, we have a revelation of God as the first cause, the Crea- 
tor of the universe, the world and man, The glorious Being 
of God comes forth without explanation, and without apology. 
It is a revelation of the one, personal, living, God. There 
is in the ancient philosophic cosmogony no trace of the 
idea of such a Being, still less of such a Creator, for all other 
systems began and ended with pantheistic, materialistic, or 
hylozoistic conceptions. The Divine Word stands unique in 
declaring the absolute idea of the living God, without attempt 
at demonstration. The spirituality, infinity, omnipotence, sanc- 
tity of the Divine Being, all in germ lie here. Nay more. 
The later and more fully revealed doctrine of the unity of 
God in the Trinity may be said to lie here in germ n also, and 
the last and deepest revelation to be involved in first and 
foremost. The fact of God in the first of Genesis is not given 
' as a deduction of reason or a philosophic generalization. ag 
is a revelation. It is a revelation of that primary truth which 
is received by the universal human mind as a truth that needs 
no proof, and is incapable of it, but which being received, is 
verified to the intelligent mind by an irresistible force not 
only with ontological and cosmological, but with teleological 
and moral arguments. Here we have in this first verse of 
Genesis, not only a postulate apart from Revelation, but three 
great truths which have constituted the glory of our religion. 
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(1) The_Unity of God; in contradiction to all the poly- 
theisms and dualisms of ancient and modern pagan philosophy. 

(2) The Personality of God; in contradiction to that 
pantheism whether materialistic or idealistic, which recognizes 
God’s immanence in the world, but denies His transcendence. 
For in all its multitudinous developments, pantheism has this 
peculiarity, that it denies the personality of God, and excludes 
from the realm of life the need of a Mediator, a Sin-Bearer, 
and a personal Saviour. 

(3) The Omnipotence of God; in contradiction, not 
only to those debasing conceptions of the anthropomorphic dei- 
ties of the ancient world, but to all those man-made idols which 
the millions of heathenism today adore. God made these stars 
and suns, which man in his infatuation fain would worship. 
‘Thus in contradiction to all human conceptions and hu- 
man evolutions, there stands forth no mere deistic abstrac- 
tion, but the one, true, living and only God. He is named by 
the name Elohim, the name of Divine Majesty, the Adorable 
One, our Creator and Governor; the same God who in a few — 
verses later is revealed as Jehovah-Elohim, Jehovah being the 
Covenant name, the God of revelation and grace, the Ever- 
Existent Lord, the God and Father of us all. (Green, “Unity 
4 sh Genesis,” pp. 31, 32; “Fausset’s Bib. Ency.,” p. 258.) 
One of the theories of modernism is that the law of evo- 
ae can be traced through the Bible in the development. of 
the. idea of God. The development of the idea of God? Is there 
in the Scriptures any real trace of the development of the idea 
of God? There is an expansive, and richer, and fuller revela- 
‘tion of the attributes and dealings and ways and workings of 
God; but not of the idea of God. The God of Gen. 1:1 is 
‘the God of Psa. 90; of Isa. 40:28; of Heb. 1:1; and Rev. 4:11. 
_ “Tn the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” 
Here in a sublime revelation is the doctrinal foundation of 
he creation of the universe, and the contradiction of the an- 
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cient and modern conceptions of the eternity of matter. God 
only is eternal. 

One can well believe the story of a Japanese thinker who 
took up a strange book, and with wonderment read the first 
sentence: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the 
earth.” It struck him that there was more philosophy of a 
theological character, and satisfying to the mind and soul, in 
that one sentence than in all the sacred books of the orient. 

That single sentence separates the Scriptures from the 
rest of human productions. The wisest philosophy of the an-— 
cients, Platonic-Aristotelian or Gnostic, never reached the point 
that the world was created by God in the sense of absolute 
creation. In no cosmogony outside of the Bible is there a 
record of the idea that God created the heaven and the earth, © 
as an effort of His will, and the fiat of His eternal, self-ex- 
istent Personality. Ex ‘nihilo nihil fit. The highest point 
reached by their philosophical speculations was a kind of 
atomic theory; of cosmic atoms and germs and eggs possessed — 
of some inexplicable forces of development, out of which 
the present cosmos was through long ages evolved. Matter 
was almost universally believed to have existed from eternity. 
The Bible teaches that the universe was not causa sui or a 
mere passive evolution of His nature, nor a mere transition 
from one form of being to another, from non-being to being, 
but that it was a direct creation of the personal, living, work- 
ing God, who created all things out of nothing, but the fiat 
of His will, and the instrumentality of the eternal Logos. In 
glorious contrast to agnostic science with its lamentable creed, 
“T believe that behind and above and around the phenomena 
of matter and force remains the unsolved mystery of the uni- — 
verse,” the Christian holds forth his triumphant solution, “I 
believe that in the beginning God created the heaven and the 
earth.” (John 1; 1-3; Heb. 1:1; Col. 1:16.) The first verse 
of the Bible is a proof that the Book is of God. 
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And so with regard to the subsequent verses. Genesis is 
admittedly not a scientific history. It is a narrative for man- 
kind to show that this world was made by God for the habita- 
tion of man, and was gradually being fitted for God’s chil- 
dren. So in a series of sticcessive creative developments 
from the formless chaos, containing in embryonic condition 
all elemental constituents, chemical and mechanical, air, earth, 
fire, and water, the sublime process is recorded, according to 


_ the Genesis narrative in the following order: 


1. The creation by direct Divine act of matter in its gas- 
eous, aqueous, terrestrial and mineral condition successively. 
(Gen. 1:1-10; cf. Col. 1:16; Heb. 11:3.) | 

2. The emergence by Divine creative power of the lowest 


forms of sea and land life. (Gen. 1:11-13.) 


3. The creation by direct Divine act of larger forms of 


life, aquatic and terrestrial; the great sea monsters and gigan- 
tic reptiles (the sheretjim and tanninim). (Dawson, “Origin 


of the World,” p. 213; Gen. 1:20-21.) 
4, The emergence by Divine creative power of land ani- 


mals of higher organization, herbivora and smaller mammals 


and carnivora. (Gen. 1:24-25.) 
5, And finally the creation by direct Divine act of man. 


(Gen. 1:26, 27.) Not first but last. The last for which the 


first was made, as Browning so finely puts it. Herein is the 


_ compatability of Genesis and science, for this sublime order 
is just the order that some of the foremost of the nineteenth 


and twentieth century scientists have proclaimed. It is re- 


‘markable, too, that the word for absolutely new creation is 


only. used in connection with the introduction of life. (Gen. 


1:1, 2, 27.) These three points where the idea of absolute 
creation is introduced are the three main points at which mod- 
ern champions of evolution find it impossible to make their 


connection. 


Next we have in this sublime revelation the doctrinal 


foundation for the beginning of mankind. 
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Man was created, not evolved. That is, he did not come 
from protoplasmic mud-mass, or sea ooze bathybian, or by 
descent from fish or frog, or horse, or ape; but at once, direct, 
full made, did man come forth from God. When you read 
what some writers, professedly religious, say ‘about man and 
his bestial origin your shoulders unconsciously droop; your 
head hangs down; your heart feels sick. Your self-respect 
has received a blow. When you read Genesis, your shoulders ¢ 
straighten, your chest emerges. You feel proud to be that 1 
thing that is called man, Up goes your heart, and up goes * 
your head. The Bible stands openly against the evolution-__ 
ary development of man, and his gradual ascent through in- 
definite aeons from the animal. Not against the idea of the 
development of the plans of the Creator in nature, or a varia- 
tion of species by means of environment and processes of 
time. That is seen in Genesis, and throughout the Bible, and 
in this world. But the Bible does stand plainly against that 
garish theory that all species, vegetable and animal, have orig- 
inated through evolution from lower forms through long nat- 
ural processes. The materialistic form of this theory to the 
Christian is most offensive. It practically substitutes an all-en- 
gendering protoplasmic call for the only and true God. But 
even the theistic-supernaturalistic theory is opposed to ithe 
Bible and to Science for these reasons. ; 

1, There is no such universal law of development. On - 
the contrary, scientific evidence is now standing for deteriora- 
tion. The flora and the fauna of the latest period show no | 
trace of improvement, and even man, proud man, from the | 
biological and physiological standpoint has gained nothing 
to speak of from the dawn of history. The earliest archzolog- | 
ical remains of Egypt, Assyria, Babylonia, show no trace of 
slow emergence from barbarism. That species can be arti- 
ficially improved is true, but that is not transmutation of spe- 4, 
cies. (Dawson, “Origin of the World,” pp, 227-277.) it 

2. No new type has ever been discovered. Science is 


/ 
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universally proclaiming the truth of Gen. 1:11, 12, 21, 24, 25 
“after his kind,” “after their kind”; that is, species by species. 
Geology with its five hundred or so species of ganoids pro-- 
claims the fact of the non-transmutation of species. If, as 
they say, the strata tell the story of countless aeons, it is 
strange that during those countless aeons the trilobite never 
produced anything but a trilobite, nor has the ammonite ever 
produced anything but an ammonite. The elaborately artifi- 
cial exceptions of modern science only confirm the rule. (See 
Townsend, “Collapse of Evolution.” ) 

3. Nor is there any trace of transmutation of species. 
Man develops from a single cell, and the cell of a monkey 
is said to be indistinguishable from that of a man. But the 
fact that a man cell develops into a man and the monkey cell 
develops into a monkey, shows there is an immeasurable dif- 
ference between them. And the development from a cell into 
aman has nothing whatever to do with the evolution of one 
species into another. “To science, species are practically un- 


changeable units” (“Origin of the World,” p. 227). Man is 


the sole species of his genus, and the sole representative of his 
species. The abandonment of any original type is said to be 
soon followed by the complete extinction of the family. 

4, Nor has the missing link been found. The late Rob- 
ert Etheridge of the British Museum, head of the geological 
department, and one of the ablest of British paleontologists, 
“has said: “In all that great museum there is not a particle of 
evidence of transmutation of species. Nine-tenths of the talk 


of evolutionists is not founded on observation, and is wholly 


unsupported by facts.” And Professor Virchow is said to have 
declared with vehemence regarding evolution: “It’s all non- 
sense. You are as far as ever you were from establishing any 


connection between man and the ape.” A great gulf is fixed 


between the theory of evolution and the sublime statement of 
Gen. 1:26, 27. These verses give man his true place in the 
universe as the consummation of creation. Made out of the 
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dust of the ground, and created on the same day with the 
highest group of animals, man has physiological affinities with 
the animal creation. But he was made in the image of God, 
and therefore transcendently superior to any animal. “Man 
is a walker, the monkey is a climber,” said the great French 
scientist, De Quatrefages, years ago. A man does a thou- 
sand things every day that a monkey could not do if he 
tried ten thousand years. Man has the designing, controlling, 
ordering, constructive, and governing faculties. Man has per- 


sonality, understanding, will, conscience. Man is fitted for 


apprehending God, and for worshipping God. The Genesis 
account of man is the only possible basis of revelation. The 
revelation of fatherhood; of the beautiful, the true, the good; 
of purity, of peace; is unthinkable to a horse, a dog, or a 
monkey. The most civilized simian could have no affinity 
with such ideas. There is no possibility of his conceiving 
such conceptions, or of receiving them if revealed. It is, 
moreover, the only rational basis for the doctrine of regen- 
eration in opposition to the idea of the evolution of the hu- 


: 
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man character, and of the great doctrine of the incarnation. _ 


Man once made in the image of God, by the regenerating 
power of the Holy Ghost is born again and made in the image 
of God the Son. 

Further, we have in this sublime revelation of Genesis 
the doctrinal foundation of— 

1. The unity of the human race. 

2. The fall of man. 

3. The plan of redemption. F 

1. With regard to the first, Sir William Dawson has sai 
that the Bible knows but one Adam. Adam was not a myth, 


or an ethnic name. He was a veritable man, made by God; 


not an evolutionary development from some hairy anthropoid 


in some imaginary continent of Lemuria. The Bible knows ; 
but one species of man, one primitive pair. This is confirmed 


by the Lord Jesus Christ in Matt. 19:4. It is re-affirmed 


A 
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by Paul in Acts 17:26, whichever reading may be taken, 
and in Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:21, 47, 49. Nor is there any 


ground for supposing that the word Adam is used in a col- 


jective sense, and thus leave room for the hypotheses of the 
evolutionary development of a large number of human pairs. 
All things in both physiology and ethnology, as well as in the 
sciences, which bear on the subject, confirm the idea of the 
unity of the human race. (Saphir, p. 206.) 

2. With regard to the fall of man. The foundation of all 
Hamartology and Anthropology lies in the first three chapters of 
Genesis. It teaches us that man was originally created for com- 
munion with God, and that whether his personality was dichot- 


omistic or trichotomistic, he was entirely fitted for personal, in- 
 telligent fellowship with his Maker, and was united with Him 


in the bonds of love and knowledge. Every element of the Bible 
story recommends itself as a historic narrative. Placed in 


_ Eden by his God, with a work to do, and a trial-command, 


Fe 


man was potentially perfect, but with the possibility of fall. 


Man fell, though it was God’s will that man should rise from 


that human posse non peccari as a free agent into the Divine 


non posse peccari. (Augustine, “De Civitate Dei’, Book 22, 
Chap. 30.) Man fell by disobedience, and through the power 
of a supernatural deceiver called that old serpent, the devil 
and Satan, who from Gen. 3 to Rev. 19 appears as the im- 


placable enemy of the human race, and the head of that fallen 


angel-band which abandoned through the sin of pride their 
first principality. 

This story is incomprehensible if only a myth. The great 
Dutch theologian, Van Oosterzee says, “The narrative pre- 


sents itself plainly as history. Suc an historico-fantastic 


clothing of a pure philosophic idea accords little with the 


genuine spirit of Jewish antiquity.” (Dog. ii, p. 403.) 
Still more incomprehensible is it, if it is merely an allegory, 
which refers fruit, serpent, woman, tree, eating, etc., to en- 


 tirely. different things from those mentioned in the Bible. © It 
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is history. It is treated as such by our Lord Jesus Christ, 
who surely would not mistake a myth for history, and by St. 
Paul, who hardly built Rom. 5, and 1 Cor. 15, on cleverly com- | 
posed fables. It is the only satisfactory explanation of the 
corruption of the race. From Adam’s time death has reigned. 
, This story of the fall stands, moreover, as a barrier against 
\ all Manicheism, and against that Pelagianism which declares 
that man is not so bad after.all, and derides the doctrine of ; 
original sin which in all our Church confessions distinctly de- 
clares the possession by every one from birth of this sinful 
nature. (See, e. g., Art. IX of “Anglican Church.”) The pen- 
alty and horror of sin, the corruption of our human nature, 
and the hopelessness of our sinful estate are things definitely 
set forth in the Holy Scripture, and are St. Paul’s _divinely- 
inspired deductions from this fact of the i incoming of sin and 
death through the disobedience and fall of Adam, the ‘original: 
head of the human race. The race is in a sinful condition. 
(Rom. 5:12.) Mankind is a solidarity. As the root of a tree 
lives in stem, branch, leaf and fruit; so in Adam, as Anselm ] 
says, a person made nature sinful, in his posterity nature | 
made persons sinful. Or, as Pascal finely puts it, original | 
sin is folly in the sight of man, but this folly is wiser than all 
the wisdom of man. For without it, who could have said 
what man is. His whole condition depends upon this imper- 
ceptible point. (“Thoughts,” ch. xiii-11.) This Genesis story 
further is the foundation of the Scripture doctrine of all hu+ 
man responsiblity, and accountability to God. A lowered ~ 
anthropology always means a lowered theology, for if man : 


was not a direct creation of God, if he was a mere. indirect 
development, through siow and painful process, of no one 
knows what, or how, or why, or when, or where, the main 
spring of moral accountability is gone. The fatalistic con- 
ception of man’s personal and moral life is the deadly gift of 
naturalistic evolution to our age, said Prof. D, A. Curtis re. 
cently. PGs 
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3. With regard to our redemption, the third chapter of 
Genesis is the basis of all Soteriology. If there was no fall, 
there was no condemnation, no separation and no need of 
reconciliation. If there was no need of reconciliation, there 

was no need of redemption; and if there was no need of re- 
demption, the Incarnation was a superfluity, and the crucifixion 
folly. (Gal. 3:21.) So closely does the apostle link the fall 
of Adam and the death of Christ, that without Adam’s fall 
the science of theology is evacuated of its most salient feature, 
“the atonement. If the first Adam was not made a living soul 
and fell, there was no reason for the work of the Second 
Man, the Lord from heaven. The rejection of the Genesis 
story as a myth, tends to the rejection of the Gospel of salva- 
tion. One of the chief corner stones of the Christian doc- 
“trine is removed, if the historical reality of Adam and Eve is 
abandoned, for the fall will ever remain as the starting point 
of special revelation, of salvation by grace, and of the need of 
personal regeneration. In it lies the germ of the entire apos- 
 tolic Gospel. 
_ Finally, we have in Gen. 2 the doctrinal foundation of 
_ those great fundamentals, the necessity of labor, the Lord's! 
Day of rest, the Divine ordinance of matrimony, and the 
home life of mankind. The weekly day of rest was provided 
for man by his God, and is planted in the very forefront of © 
revelation as a Divine ordinance, and so also is marriage and 
the home. Our Lord Jesus Christ endorses the Mosaic story 
of the creation of Adam and Eve, refers to it as the explana- 
tion of the Divine will regarding divorce, and sanctions by His 
infallible imprimatur that most momentous of ethical ques- 
tions, monogamy. Thus the great elements of life as God 
intended it, the three universal factors of happy, healthy, 
helpful life, law, labor, love, are laid down in the beginning 
! of God’s Book. 
- ‘Three other remarkable features in the first chapters of 
Genesis deserve a brief reference. 
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The first is the assertion of the original unity of the lan- 
guage of the human race. (Gen. 11:1.) Max Muller, a fore- 
most ethnologist and philologist, declares that all our languages, 
in spite of their diversities, must have originated in one com- 
mon source. (See Saphir, “Divine Unity,” p. 206; Dawson, 
“Origin on the World,’ p. 286; Guinness, “Daa Pro- 
gramme,” p. 75.) 

The second is that miracle of ethnological prophecy by Noah 
in Gen. 9:26, 27, in which we have foretold in a sublime epit- 
ome the three great divisions of the human race, and their 
ultimate historic destinies. The three great divisions, Ha- 
mitic, Shemitic, and Japhetic, are the three ethnic groups into 


which modern science has divided the human race. The facts) 
of history have fulfilled what was foretold in Genesis four _ 


thousand years ago. The Hamitic nations, including the 
Chaldean, Babylonic, and Egyptian, have been degraded, pro- 


fane, and sensual. The Shemitic have been the religious with 


the line of the coming Messiah. The Japhetic have been the 
enlarging, and the dominant races, including all the great 
world monarchies, both of the ancient and modern times, the 


Grecian, Roman, Gothic, Celtic, Teutonic, British and Ameri- 


can, and by recent investigation and discovery, the races of 
India, China, and Japan. Thus Ham lost all empire centuries 
ago; Shem and his race acquired it ethically and spiritualy 
through the Prophet, Priest and King, the Messiah; while 


Japheth, in world-embracing enlargement and imperial su- — 


premacy, has stood for industrial, commercial, and political. 
dominion. 

The third is the glorious promise given to Abraham, the 
man to whom the God of glory appeared and in whose seed, 
personal and incarnate, the whole world was to be blessed. 


Abraham’s personality is the explanation of the monotheism | 
of the three greatest religions in the world. He stands out a 


ad tee ae 


majestic proportion, as Max Muller says, as a figure, second _ 


only to One in the whole world’s history. Apart from that 
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promise the miraculous history of the Hebrew race is inex- 
plicable. In him centers, and on him hangs, the central fact 
of the whole of the Old Testament, the promise of the Sa- 
viour and His glorious salvation. (Gen. 11:3; 22:18; Gal. 
3 :8-16.) 

In an age, therefore, when the critics are waxing bold in 
claiming settledness for the assured results of their hypothetic 
eccentricities, Christians should wax bolder in contending 


~ earnestly for the assured results of the revelation in the open- 


‘ing chapters of Genesis. 


The attempt of modernism to save the supernatural in 
the second part of the Bible by mythicalizing the super- 
natural in the first part, is as unwise as it is fatal. Instead 


of lowering the dominant of faith amidst the chorus of doubt, 
‘and admitting that a chapter is doubtful because some doc- 


trinaire has questioned it, or a doctrine is less authentic be- 


cause somebody has floated an unverifiable hypothesis, it 


would be better to take our stand with such men as Romanes, 
Lord Kelvin, Virchow, and Liebig, in their ideas of a Creative 
Power, and to side with Cuvier, the eminent French scientist, 
who said that Moses, while brought up in all the science 


of Egypt, was superior to his age, and has left us a cos- 


mogony, the exactitude of which verifies itself every day in 


a reasonable manner; with Sir William Dawson, the eminent 
- Canadian scientist, who declared that Scripture in all its de-— 


tails contradicts no received result of science, but anticipates 


many of its discoveries; with Professor Dana, the eminent 
_ American scientist, who said, after examining the first chapters 


of Genesis as a geologist, “I find it to be in perfect accord with 


‘known science”; or, best of all, with Him who said, “Had you 
Hf 


believed Moses, you would have believed Me, for he wrote of 


Me. But if you believe not his writings, how shall you be- — 


lieve My words?” (John 5:45, 46.) 


CHAPTER VII 
THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD 


BY REV. DAVID JAMES BURRELL, D. D., LL. D., 
MINISTER OF THE MARBLE COLLEGIATE CHURCH, NEW YORK 
CLIN, 


The man who does not know God has not begun to live. 
He. may eat and drink, make merry, accumulate a fortune 
or wear a crown; but he has not entered into that better life 
of high hopes and noble purposes and aspirations which make 
us worthy of our Divine birthright, For “this is life enternal, 
to know God.” 

To put ourselves into just relations with God is literally a 
matter of life or death. All the ologies are worth mastering 
but THEOLOGY is indispensable. We must know God. 

But where is He? “Oh, that I knew where I might find © 
Him! Behold, I go forward but He is not there, and back- 
ward but I cannot perceive Him; on the left hand where He 
doth work, but I cannot behold Hits He hideth Himself on 
_the right hand so that I cannot see Him!’ The horizons — 
recede as we approach them, and the darkness thickens as 
we grope like blind men feeling their way along the wall. 

There are.three roads which are vainly.trodden by multi- 
tudes who pursue this holy quest. Each of them is marked, 
“This way to God”; and each of them is a cul de. Sac or 
blind alley, which leaves the soul still groping and crying, 
“Oh, that I knew where I might find Him!” 

The first of these paths is Intuition. 

There are no natural atheists. All are born with an in-— 
dwelling sense of God. We do not enter on conscious life 
like the inferior orders; but “trailing clouds of glory do we 
come from God who is our home”, In_ regions of darkest 
paganism there are traces of two innate convictions ; a 
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a Divine birth and a sinful alienation. Hence the universal 
spirit of unrest so pathetically expressed by Augustine: “We 
came forth from God, and we shall be homesick until we re- 
turn to Him.” 

No doubt there have been some who, with no light but 
that which shines along the pathway of Intuition, have made 
the acquaintance of God; but the vast multitude have simply 
arrived at idolatry. They have made unto themselves gods 
“after the similitude of a man”; gods, like the Brocken of 
the Harz mountains, projected on the skies. An idol is a man- 
made god. It may be carved out of wood or conjured out 
of the gray matter of the brain; but all gods, whencesoever 
they come, are idols, except the one true God. 

The second pathway of the God-seekers 1s Reason. 

Here we come tipon the philosophers and tho8é who travel 
with them. This also leads to disappointment; as it is writ- 
ten, “The world by wisdom knew not God”. 

The golden age of philosophy in Greece followed close 


on the decay of the Pantheon. It was when the people had 


lost confidence in their idols and the cry was heard, “Great 
Pan is dead!’ that the Groves and Gardens and Painted 


‘Porches arose on the banks of the Ilyssus. The thoughtful 


men who assumed the name philosophoi, that is, “lovers of 


wisdom”, were all seekers after God. The Stoics, Epicureans, 


~ Cynics and Peripatetics all hoped to discover Him by the 


light of reason. How vain the quest! 
When Simonides was asked for a definition of God, he 


_ required some weeks for meditation and then answered, “The 


more I think of Him, the more He is unknown! !? The in- 


~numerable gods and altars of Athens had been laughed out 
‘ of court; and the results of philosophic inquiry were recorded 


on that other altar which succeeded them, “To the Unknown 
God”. 


The stock in trade of the philosophers of Athens was 


precisely that of the philosophers of our time. It consisted 
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substantially of four arguments, to wit: (A) The ontological 
argument; to the effect that the being of God is involved 
in the idea of God. This is good as far as it goes, but it 
falls vastly short of demonstration; and in any case it 
reaches no conclusion as to the character of God. (B) The 
cosmological argument, which reasons from effect to cause 
and expresses itself in the epigram ex nihilo nihil fit; “out 
of nothing nothing comes”. This is equally inconclusive, since 
the necessary Somewhat to which it leads is but the merest 
shade of the shadow of a god. (C) The teleological argu- 
ment, which proceeds from design to a designer; carrying 
with it a strong presumption as to infinite wisdom but taking 
little or no cognizance of the moral nature of God. (D) 
And the anthropological argument, which infers the moral 
nature of God from the moral nature of man. This goes. 
further than the others; nevertheless it is so far from being 
final proof in the mathematical sense that one may reason- 
ably question whether any truth-seeker was ever really con- 
vinced by it. 

These are the arguments which have been used by philoso-— 
phers from time immemorial; and little has been added in the 
process of the passing years. The result, as a whole, is 
melancholy failure. The world by its wisdom, that is by 
the exercise of its unaided reason, has simply reached 4 
ticism; it’ has not “found out God”. 

Not to those who deem them themselves wise, but rather 
to the simple whose hearts are open Godward, comes the 
great revelation. It is one thing to know about God and 
quite another to know Him. John Hay knew all about 
President Lincoln from his boyhood up; little “Tad” had no 
such information, but he knew his father, knew him through 
and through. The eyes of Faith see further than those of — 
reason. Wherefore Jesus said, “Except ye become as a 
little child ye shall in no wise enter into the kingdom of God”. 

The third of the alluring pathways is that of the Bi 
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Senses; that is, of Natural Science, which reaches its con- 
clusions on the evidence of the physical senses. 

This rules out faith, which is the sixth sense divinely 
given to men for the apprehension of spiritual truths. To 
undertake to solve any of the great problems which have to 
do with our spiritual life by the testimony of the finger tips 
is to have one’s labor for one’s pains; since, in the nature 
of the case, “spiritual things are spiritually discerned”. To 
undertake to grasp a spiritual fact by the physical senses 
is as preposterous as it would be to insist on seeing with 
the ears or hearing with the eyes. Faith is not credulity, 
nor is it unsubstantial, nor is it believing without evidence. 
On the contrary, it is both substantial and evidential: only 
it is “the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of 
things not seen’. To refuse to exercise this sixth sense or 
power of spiritual apprehension is to shut oneself out for- 
ever from the possibility of apprehending God or any of 
the great, intangible, but real truths which center in Him. 

Yet we are constantly hearing, in certain quarters, of the 
importance of pursuing our theological studies “by the scien- 


tific method”. With what result? “We have a world of 
facts”, they say, “and from these facts, by the inductive 
process, we must arrive at our conclusions”. It is like an 


example in Algebra: God is the unknown term; let this be 
expressed by “x”: the problem then is to resolve “x” into 
known terms by the use of a multitude of seen and tangible 
facts. Can it be done? Go on and pursue your researches along 
the lines of evolution, until back of cosmos you come to chaos, 
and back of chaos to the nebula, and back of the nebula to the 
primordial germ; and that last infinitesimal atom will look up 
at you with the old question on its lips, as loud as ever and 
involving a problem as deep as when you began, “Whence 
came I?” What is your answer? God? Call it “God” if you 


_ please; in fact, however, it is simply an impersonal indefinable, 


inescapable something or other which, for lack of a better 
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term, is designated as a “First Cause”, but which is infinitely 
far from what is meant by a personal God. 

Well, then, shall the quest be given up? Is the universal 
thought of God merely an ignis fatuus leading the hopeful 
traveler into a realm of impenetrable mists and shadows? Or 


“is there still some way of finding out God? 


Yes, there is a fourth road by which we approach Him; and 
it is an highway cast up by the King Himself. It is called 
“Revelation”, or the Unveiling. 

There is an antecedent presumption in its favor; to wit, 
that if there is a God anywhere in the universe He would not 
leave us to grope our way hopelessly in the dark toward Him, 
but would somewhere, somehow, unveil Himself to us. 

Well, here is a Book, which claims to be Revelation. Of 
all the books in the literature of the ages it is the only one that 
claims to have been divinely authorized and “written by holy 
men as they were moved by the Spirit of God”. : 

It opens with the words, “In the beginning, God”; and pro- 
ceeds to set forth the two great doctrines of Creation and 
Providence. It affirms, on the one hand, that everything in the - 
universe has its origin in the creative power of God; and, on 
the other, that everything is sustained by the providence of 
God. 

In these two doctrines we have the sum and substance of 
Bible truth. But this is not all. In between the doctrines of 
Creation and Providence there walks, through all the corridors 
of Holy Writ, a mysterious Figure who is the foregleam of 
another revelation further on. At the outset this Figure 
appears in the protevangel as the “Seed of Woman”, who is 
to come in the fullness of time to “bruise the serpent’s head”. 
And He appears and re-appears, now in kingly guise, again as 
a man of sorrows and acquainted with grief, and again with a 
name written on His vesture, “Emmanuel”, which being inter- _ 
preted is “God with us”. 

This Book, claiming to be the written Word of God, makes 
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us acquainted with His being, personality and moral attributes ; 
but it does not exhaust the theme. It leads us along a road, 
lighted by visions and prophecies, until it opens into another 
and clearer road; to wit, “The Incarnate Word of God”. 

And this fifth road, the Incarnation, is the way which all 
truth-seekers must pursue if they would finally arrive at a just 
and saving knowledge of God. 

It is here that we meet Christ, bringing the message from 
the throne. He comes into our world with the express purpose 
of making God known to us; as it is written, “No man hath 
seen God at any time; the only begotten Son which is in the 
‘bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him”. 

He is called the Word, because He is the medium of com- 
“munication between the Infinite and the finite; as it is written, 
“Tn the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God; and the Word was made flesh and 
dwelt among us”: that is to say, the Incarnation is the articula- 
“tion of the speech of God. 

In the Scriptures we have a letter from God; but in the 
Incarnation, we have the coming down of God to unveil Him- 
Hf self before us. 

h The soul of sinful man is like a child lost among strangers, 
 wild-eyed, lips trembling, eyes searching vainly for a familiar 
- face. Ah, here the mother comes! And the child is sobbing 
out its happiness on her breast. “Cuddle doon, my bairnie!’ 
So is it when the sinner finds Christ; or shall we not rather 
say, when Christ, the seeking God, finds him? 
Tf, then, we are ever to learn theology it must be as dis- 
ciples, sitting in a docile attitude at the feet of Christ. He, as 
the incarnate Son, is our authoritative Teacher. What, 
therefore, has He to say about God? 

_ As to His being, He has little or nothing to say; for the 
obvious reason that God’s being is the substratum of Christ’s 
entire doctrine, without which it would be as insignificant 
as a painted ship upon a painted ocean. Moreover, all His 
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teaching is postulated on the written Word, of which He said, 
“Search the Scriptures; for in them ye think ye have eternal 
life ; and they are they which testify of Me.” And the moment 
we turn from the Incarnate Word to the written Word, we 
come upon the saying, “In the beginning, God”. 

As to the moral attributes of God, the teaching of Jesus is 
indubitably clear. “God is a spirit”, He says, “and they that 
worship Him must worship Him in spirit and in truth’. It 
need scarcely be said that a spirit, though invisible and impal- 
pable, is a real self-conscious personality. The communion of 
Jesus with this Spirit is that of one person with another. He 
does not speak to Law, not to Energy, nor to an indefinable 
“Something not ourselves that maketh for righteousness”, but 
to One with whom He is on familiar terms. ‘The only be- 
gotten Son which is in the bosom of the Father, He hath de- 
clared Him”. i 

- As to Divine providence He speaks in no uncertain tone.” 
The God whom He unveils is in and over all. Out on the 
hillsides He bids us “Consider the lilies, how they grow”, and 
assures us that our Father, “who careth for them, will much 
more care for us”. In pursuance of this fact He encourages us 
to pray, saying, “Ask and it shall be given you, seek and ye 
shall find, knock and it shall be opened unto you”. Oh, great 
heart of the Infinite, quick to respond to our every cry for 
help! The doctrine of prayer, as taught by Jesus, is simplicity 
itself. We are to run to God with our longings as children to 
their parents; “For if ye, being evil, know how to give good 
gifts unto your children, how much more shall your Father 
which is in heaven give good things to them that ask Him”. 

As to the moral attributes of God the teaching of Jesus is’ 
not only clear but most emphatic; because at this point it 
touches vitally our eternal welfare. The Divine holiness is 
presented not so much as an attribute as the condition of God’s 
being. It is the light emanating from His throne, of which 
Christ is the supreme manifestation, as He said, “I am the 
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light of the world”; and this light must ever be reflected in 
the life of His disciples, as He said, “Ye are the light of the 
world; let your light so shine before men that they may see 
your good works and glorify God”. This holiness is not merely 
freedom from moral contamination; but such a sensitive aver- 
sion to sin as makes it impossible for God to look with com- 
placency upon any creature who is defiled by it. Hence the 
appeal to the cultivation of a holy life; since “without holiness 
no man shall see God”. . 

Out of this atmosphere of holiness proceed two attributes 
which, like opening arms, embrace the world. One of them 
is Justice, or regard for law. No teacher ever lived, not even 
Moses, who emphasized as deeply as did Jesus the integrity of 
the moral law. He ‘defended not only the law itself but the 
penalties affixed to its violation. The Decalogue is not so 
severe an arraignment of sin as the Sermon on the Mount, 
which rings with the inviolability of law. 

The other of the outstretched arms is Love. The fullness 
of Divine love is set forth in the words of Jesus: ‘““When ye 
pray say, ‘Our Father’’”’. It was wisely observed by Madame 
de Stael that if Jesus had never done anything in the world 
except to teach us “Our Father” He would have conferred an 
‘inestimable boon upon all the children of men. God’s love is 
manifest in the unceasing gifts of His providence; but its 
‘crowning token is the grace of salvation: “God so loved the 
world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth i in Him should not perish but have everlasting Hier. 

- And the reconciliation between Love and Justice is found 
at the Cross. Here “mercy and truth are met together; right- 
eousness and peace have kissed each other’. As law is sacred 
and inviolable, its penalty must be inflicted ; it must be inflicted 
either upon the malefactor or upon some competent substitute 
who shall volunteer to suffer for him, It is the only begotten 
Son who volunteers, saying, “Here am I, send Me!” The justice 
of God is shown in the suffering inflicted upon His only begot- 
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ten Son; and His love is correspondingly shown in the proffer 
of all the benefits of that vicarious suffering to every one on 
the sole condition of faith. 

It pleased God to vindicate His supreme majesty before His 
ancient people in the controversy on Carmel. All day the pagan 
priests assembled at their altar cried, “O Baal, hear us”: but 
there was no voice nor any that regarded. At evening the 
lone prophet of Jehovah stood beside his altar and calmly made 
his prayer, “O God of Israel, let it be known this day that — 
Thou art God!” Was there any that regarded? Lo, yonder . 
in the twilight sky a falling fleece of fire! In awe-struck 
silence the people saw it descending, lower and lower, until it 
touched the sacrifice and consumed it. The logic of the argu- 
ment was irresistible: they cried with one accord, “Jehovah 
is the God!” 

The antitype and parallel of that great controversy is at 
Calvary, where Christ, at once the ministering priest and the 
sacrifice upon the altar, made His last prayer with hands out- 
stretched upon the cross; and the descending fire consumed 
Him as a whole burnt offering for the world’s sin. The logic, 
here also, is unanswerable. In all the world there is no other — 
gospel which adequately sets forth the Divine love. By the 
power of truth, by the triumph of righteousness, by the logic. 
of events, by the philosophy of history, by the blood of the 
atonement, let the world answer, “Our God is the God of 
salvation ; and there is none other beside Him!” tv 

The failure of other religions and philosophies has been - 
grotesquely pathetic. The irony of Elijah on Carmel is merely 
an echo of the Divine burst of laughter out of heaven in 
response to those who cry: “Let us break His band asunder 
and cast away His cords from us!” He that sitteth in the 
heavens shall laugh; the Lord shall have them in derision. 
The pantheons crumble and the priests die; one altar remains, 
to wit, the cross on Calvary. It is the sole altar and supreme 
argument of the true God. ey 
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But every :nan must for himself make answer to that argu- 
ment. Each for himself, must fight his way into the truth, It 
is like the grapple which Jacob had with an unseen antagonist at 
the brookside. As the night wore on he came to understand 
that Omnipotence had laid hold upon him. Then came a 
sudden wrench and Jacob fell, disabled. God had thrown him! 
He sank a helpless man, but, clinging still, cried, “I will not let 
Thee go except Thou bless me!” And thereupon the blessing 
was given, a blessing which God had waited through the weary 
years to bestow upon him: “Thy name shall be called no more 
Jacob, ‘the Supplanter’, but Israel; for as a prince hast thou 
prevailed with God”. Then and there he received his guerdon ~ 
of knighthood and entered into the higher life. At the close 
of that conflict the light of morning was glowing on the hills of 
Edom: how significant the words, “And the sun arose upon 
him!” 

The new life had begun; the long quest was over; Tacot had 
found God. And he went his way limping on his shrunken 
thigh, to bear through all the after years the token of that 
struggle until he came to heaven’s gate, at peace with God. 

_ It is thus that every man finds God ; in a close grapple that 
‘ends in self surrender, an utter yielding to the beneficent 
power of God. 

So true life begins with knowing God. It begins when a 
/man, oppressed by doubt and uncertainty, hears His voice 
_ saying, “Reach hither thy hand and thrust it into My side!” It 
begins when, standing under the cross, he realizes, as Luther 
_ did, “He died for me, for me!” Then the day breaks and the 
shadows flee away. Love conquers doubt, and the soul, be- 
holding the unveiling of the Infinite in the passion of Christ, 
cries out, “My Lord and My God!” 
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CHAPTER VIII 
“PREACH THE WORD” 
BY THE LATE HOWARD CROSBY 


One of the latest injunctions of the aged Paul, just before 
his martyrdom, was that to Timothy, which constitutes the 
text of my address, “Preach the Word.” Thirty years of 
Christian experience, fifteen years of apostolic survey, and 
the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, all spoke in those words. 
It was a command from heaven itself, not to Timothy only, 
but to all who fill the office of evangelists or preachers in 
the New Testament Church. The order, thus succinctly 


given, is a condensation of all that Paul had said to Timothy 


or to the Church on the subject of preaching. 
The sound or healthy doctrine on which he lays so much 


stress, and the avoidance of fables and the world’s wisdom, 


are both included in this curt command. There has been a 


tendency from the very beginning to conform the doctrine — 


of Christ to the philosophy of man, to fuse the two together, 
and to show that all religions have the same Divine element 


at their roots. This was seen in gnosticism, in the Alex- — 


andrian school of Clement and Origen, and in a score of 
heresies that sprang up within the later Church. 

- The distinctive character of Christianity has displeased 
the philosophic mind, and men have sought to explain away 


many of its features from the standpoint of the human con- i 


sciousness and by an appeal to the teachings of nature. These — 


efforts have certain marks in common. They diminish the 


heinousness of sin, they exaggerate the powers of man, and — 


they suggest a uniformity of destiny. Sin is a defect, perhaps 


a disease. The defect can be supplied, the disease can be — 


cured by human applications, the Divine help being valuable 


as encouragement to the human effort. High civilization and 
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moral reform are what man needs, and these can be obtained 
by the use of general principles common to our race, of which 
Christianity is only one of the forms. 

It is natural and inevitable tnat, with this teaching, the 
written Word of God should be neglected, if not ignored. No 
one can study that Word and then use it for so broad and 
indiscriminating a purpose. No one can study that Word 
and then be contented with a superficial polish of society, and 
a universal brotherhood founded upon such a scheme. Paul 
saw this tendency in his own day, and he warns the Church 
earnestly against it. “Beware,” is his language—“Beware 
lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, 
after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, 
and not after Christ” (Col. 2:8). The evil principle is ever 
at work. Human nature is ever the same. The Church is 


always subject to the same efforts of human nature within | 


itself to remove the foundations of grace and substitute the 
inventions of pride. Whether it appear in the form of hier- 
archical assumption, or in the character of rational inquiry 
and scientific research, the evil principle hides, mutilates, or 
contradicts the Holy Scripture. The Scriptures, as they are, 
with their Divine claim and their uncompromising teachings, 
it cannot endure, and the appeal to Scripture it counts as a 
mark of credulity and an exhibition of ignorance. ‘ 
"One of the saddest sights in the Church of Christ is the 
yielding to this spirit of pride on the part of the ordained 
preachers of the Word. Many modern Timothys use the 
pulpit for discourses on art and literature; others take the 


opportunity for the display of rhetoric and oratory; others- 


proclaim an ethics of expediency ; while still others seek only 
to tickle the ears of an audience that desires to be amused. 
In all this you look in vain for the Gospel. Plato or Aris- 
totle, and in some cases Lucian, could have said it all. 
‘Churches are filled by appealing to carnal desires and aesthetic 
tastes. Brilliant oratory, scientific music, sensational topics 
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and fashionable pewholders, are the baits to lure people into 
the churches, and a church is called prosperous as these 
wretched devices succeed. The preacher delights to get him- 
self into the newspaper and he accommodates his preaching 
to the newspaper level. Such churches will, of course, have 
worldly-minded officers and a worldly-minded membership, 
while godly souls either flee from them, or else mourn in 
secret, if they are not themselves chilled by the lack of Gases 
heat. 

It is directly against all this that the holy apostle mcrae 
his clarion cry down through the ages, “Preach the Word. 


What is the Word? It is not man’s philosophy nor man’s: 


rhetoric. It is the Divine revelation. It is called the Word 
of God, becatse it is not of man. As God’s it has both 
authority and power—authority to demand attention, and 
power to convert and save the soul. It is not to be pounded 
in man’s mortar, nor run into man’s mould. It is not to be 
twisted and fitted to man’s preconceived ideas. It is not to 
be filtered through man’s strainer, nor mixed with man’s 
conceits. It is God’s and as God’s let no man dare add to 


it, or take from it, or alter it in any way. The Lord Jesus K 


stands by His cross, where He offered up the sacti- 
fice for sin, and points backward to the Old Testament, 
and forward to the New, as alike the Word of God. 
Of the former He cries, “Search the Scriptures’; of 
the latter He tells His apostles that the Paraclete 
would come and teach them all things, and they should bear 
witness. This Old and New Testament is one revelation of 


God—one- Bible—one unerring rule of faith. God has not 


given us a doubtful and deceitful light for our path. He has” 


not given us a bundle of truth and fable tied up together. 
He has not left us to our weak and discordant reason, and 


thus made revelation superfluous. He has given His people a 
“sure word of prophecy” as the only reasonable guide for . 
our weak reason and our sinful natures; and on this sure 


— 
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Word is His Church built. The doctrines of grace have 
neither human origin nor human support. They are alto- 
gether Divine, and are received only by the soul that becomes 
partaker of the Divine nature. To go, therefore, to human 
philosophy or to man’s inner consciousness for their con- 
firmation or explanation, is to go to the sentenced criminal 
to understand the excellences of criminal law. The error 
of errors is the seeking for the truths of religion from man. 
It is but the adaptation of religion to the carnal heart. It 
is the essence of pride and rebellion against God. Thousands 
of tomes have been written by men who called themselves 
Christian scholars and Christian philosophers, which are but 
volumes of confusing metaphysics and specious rationalizing 
from the basis of natural experience, and which have under- 
mined faith in the Word of God, and utterly perverted the 
Gospel of Christ. Students of Christian theology waste 
precious time in studying the works of these conceited think- 
ers, whose names are lauded as those of giants in the Church, 
while they are corrupting the pulpit and secularizing the pew. 

Tt is a favorite charge of the advocates of this looseness 
that we are worshipping a Book. “Bibliolatry” is the for- 
midable word that they cast at us. But we worship no book. 
We do worship God who sent the Book, and it is no true 
worship of God that slights the Book which He gives. If 
‘we honor God, we shall honor the Word He has sent, and 
“we shall be jealous for that Word, that not one jot or one 
tittle of it be disturbed by the vagaries of dreamers or the 
jmpious hands of boasting critics. It is the Word of God, 
and, as such, we shall not allow, for a moment, the specula- 
tions, imaginings, and guesses of men, ever so learned, to 
weigh a feather’s weight against it. They have been con- 
victed over and over again of grossest fallacies in their hot 
‘endeavor to detract from the influence of the holy Word, 
and their criticisms have returned upon themselves to their 
confusion. What gross absurdities have been promulgated 
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by these learned enemies of Revelation! Myth, romance, the 
fiction of poetry, a patchwork of traditions, contradictory rec- 
ords, pious fraud, these are some of the labels that the strut- 
ting pride of man has affixed to the books of the Bible, while 
not one of his sneers has been sustained in the light of 
honest criticism. No scientific truth has been found op- 
posed, and no historic truth misstated, in all the sacred writ- 
ings, from Moses to John. The most microscopic investiga- 
tions have been made by the most eager and learned enemies 
of the truth in order to find some inaccuracy, but not one has 
been discovered, except those necessarily resulting from the 
process of transcription, and those imaginary ones which are 
perfectly resolvable by ordinary common sense. Apply these 
tests to the Vedas, the Avesta, or the Koran, and the contrast 
is overwhelming. These fairly bristle with error and false- 
hood, but the Bible comes out from the crucible without spot, 


. as the pure Word of God. Men just as learned as the 


inimical critics, and just as thorough in their investigation, 
men known and revered in the world of letters, have accepted 


the Bible, the whole Bible, as the inerrant truth of God. If. 


the verdict of the inimical critics can be thus set aside in an 
equally learned court, the result shows that their learning 
goes for nothing in the matter. 


But far above all this testimony to the letter is the wit-— 
ness of millions who have found the joy unutterable and the - 
peace which passeth all understanding in the sacred Volume, 


and who are drawn to it as a child is drawn to its father, 
without question regarding his worth and authority. They 


hever suppose (and the position is a right one) that the 
fountain that refreshes their soul is defective or corrupt, but . 


they value its every drop as a gift of the Divine grace. They 
go constantly to its blessed waters and always derive strength 


from the draught. To such the carping critics are as un- — 
worthy of regard as those who would argue against the sun-— 
shine. The knowledge of the heart is a profounder thing 


* 
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than the knowledge of the head, and, in the Spirit-led dis- 


ciple, can correct and rebuke the errors of the latter. Now, 


it is this holy Word, thus spotless and thus powerful for 
righteousness and comfort, that the Christian preacher is 
to preach. The preacher is a proclaimer, a herald, not a col- 
lege professor or an originator of theories. He has the Word 
given him, and that he is to proclaim. He is not to draw 
from the wells of human philosophy, but from the stream that 
flows directly from the throne of God. He is to tell the 
people what God has said. He is to hide himself behind 
his message, and to receive it equally with those he addresses. 
Nor is the preacher the mouthpiece of a Church to issue 
ecclesiastical decrees and fulminate ecclesiastical censwres. 
This is as far from preaching the Word as the other. As a 


herald of Christ, while there is nothing before him but human 


hearts and consciences to appeal to, there is nothing behind 


him but the revealed Word of God to utter and enforce. 
All Church commands laid upon him as to his preaching are 


as nothing except as they are conformed to that Word. He 


‘is responsible as a herald to God and not to the Church. 


He is God’s herald and not the Church’s. The same reason 


‘that forbids him from making the people’s approbation the 


om 


- guide to his preaching will forbid him from making Church 


authority the guide. He will be happy to please both people 
and authorities, but he cannot make that pleasing a criterion 


or standard. His duty is above all that. His allegiance is 
higher. 
| IN THUS LIMITING HIMSELF TO THE PREACHING OF GOD'S 


HMORD; THE PREACHER IS NOT CIRCUMSCRIBING HIS POWER, 


BUT ENLARGING IT. By the jealous use of that Word alone 


he will accomplish far more for the kingdom of Christ and 


the salvation of men than by mixing human expedients with 
the Word. Human expedients are very specious and at- 
tractive, and, alas! many preachers betake themselves to them. 
They think they will attract the multitude and fill up the pews 


} 
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and produce a larger rental; and so they may, but these are 
not the objects for which the Lord sent out His heralds. 
Success is not to be reckoned by full houses and popular 
applause, but by convicted and converted hearts, and by the 
strengthening of the faith and piety of God’s people. A 
holier life, a more pronounced separation from the world, 
a stainless integrity in business pursuits, a Christly devotion 
to the interests of others, a more thorough knowledge of the 
Word—these are the true signs of success which the preacher 
may justly seek, even though he wear homespun and his — 
people meet in a barn. These are the glorious results which 
the consecrated soul will pray for, and in them he will re- _ 
joice with a purer, holier joy than that which comes from 
numbers, wealth, or popular admiration. 

IF THE PREACHER PREACHES THE WORD ONLY, THEN HE 
WILL TEACH HIS PEOPLE TO HANDLE THE woRD—to follow — 
him in his reading and expounding—to study over the Scrip- 
ture lesson at home, and to pray its blessed truths into their 
souls. A people will, in this way, become mighty in the 
Scriptures ; and he who is mighty in the Scriptures is a mighty 
power for Christ and salvation, and in his own soul will have — 
a full experience of the power of Divine truth, deriving it 
directly from its source, and proving how the entrance of 
God’s Word giveth light. 

STILL AGAIN, IF THE PREACHER PREACH THE WORD ONLY, 
HE WILL HIMSELF BE A DILIGENT STUDENT OF THE WORD. 
He will bathe in God’s revelation and be permeated by it; 
and so be proof against all the shafts of ignorance and con~— 
ceit. He will become familiar with every detail of the sacred 
history, chronology, ethnology, geography, prophecy, precept, 
and doctrine, and will take nothing at second hand. He 
will not go to Pope or Council, nor to Calvin or Schleier- 
macher, to know what to preach, but his delight will be in 
the law of the Lord, and in His law will he meditate day and — 
night. ; 
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It is a lamentable fact, that in too many of our seminaries 
where preachers are prepared for their work, the Word of 
God is not taught, but in its stead the philosophic schemes 
of so-called “fathers” and great divines are given as the 
basis of doctrinal belief. It is true, that these schemes are 
‘brought to the Scripture for support, and texts are quoted in 
their defence. It is true also that some of these schemes 
are consonant with Scripture more or less. But, with these 
admissions, the mistake still exists, that the Word of God 
plays a secondary part in the instruction. It is not taught; 
that is, it is not made the authoritative text-book. It is even 
sometimes introduced as a subject for criticism, and men 
like Reuss and Robertson Smith are brought in as the critical 
guides or, at least, helpers. As if a school of the prophets 
was intended to examine the credentials of God’s Word, and 
not to take it humbly and gratefully for personal use and for 
use before the people. 
Some theological schools might without exaggeration be 
called “schools for turning believers into doubters.” The 
_ excuse, that men who are going to be preachers should know 
all that is said against the credibility, genuineness, and au-. 
‘thenticity of the Scriptures, is a flimsy one. If that were 
_ the object, these objections would be considered only by way 
of parenthesis, and the overwhelming evidence of the Scrip- 
tures would be the main current of thought; but this is not 
the way it is, done. On the contrary, the objections are 
_ magnified, and their authors are commended to the students 
for their perusal, and the hint is often thrown out that con- 
 servative views of the inspiration of God’s Word are an- 
v4 tiquated, obsolete, and marks of ignorance. We have thus, 
* in the very places where, most of all, we should expect to 
see the profoundest reverence for God’s Word, and its faith- 
- ful study for the understanding of the Divine will, the ma- 
chinery for undermining the doctrine of Scripture inspiration 


4 


and authority, on which all Christian truth rests, and that, 











108 The Fundamentals 


too, in the young minds which are being prepared to become | 
Christ’s preachers to a sinful and dying world. It is a most | 
painful thought, and it becomes the Church of Jesus Christ 
to arise to a sense of the evil, and to correct it before the 
whole Church is poisoned by this insidious influence. 

We wish our young Timothys to go out to their work with 
the one controlling desire to put God’s Word before the people 
and to avoid questions and strifes of words which do not 
minister to godly edifying, knowing that the power to con- 
vert and edify is not the wisdom of man, but the power of 
God. 

In these days when so much is made of science, let them 
leave science alone. All the knowledge of the material world, 
which science deals in, has nothing to do with the soul’s 
salvation. That is in a different sphere altogether. While it 
is in accordance with propriety that a preacher should have — 
a general acquaintance with life and things about him, which 
would include the main principles of natural science (which 
is simply to say that he ought to be an educated man), yet 
it is not through material science that he is to teach heavenly 
truths, nor is he to waste his time on protoplasm, bathybius, 
and natural selection, into which and like subjects Satan 
would gladly draw him, that he may not present the sub- 
jects of sin and the cross of Christ. If a preacher illustrate 
Scripture doctrine from facts in the natural world, it is well. 
He follows the Master’s example. But if he puts the natural 
world in its scientific aspects forward as the text of his 
discourse, he is using a Bible of a very weak and uncertain 
sort, and of which he knows very little, and he is making the 
Word of God subordinate to his own inferences and guesses 
from nature. Science and religion are too often spoken of 
as if they occupied the same plane. Both those who say 
they are antagonistic, and those who say they are at one, 
equally talk of the two as on a level. You might as well 
talk of bread-baking and religion as if they were co-ordinates. © 
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Of course there is.a connection between science and religion. 
So there is between bread-baking and religion. The scientific 
man ought to be religious. So ought the bread-baker. Science 
can furnish examples of God’s wonders in nature. So can 
bread-baking. But such connections cannot put the subjects 
on the same level. 

Science is merely the study of matter, an examination 
into natural sequences; but what has that to do with man’s 
immortal soul, and the Word of God to that soul? Who 
dares to bring the latter down to the level of the former? 
What has the analysis of any body and its division into 
carbon, oxygen, and hydrogen to do with my eternal relation 
to God as a responsible and sinful being? Why mingle 
things so utterly diverse? And yet this babble about science 
and religion (where science is always ever put first) is heard 
ad nauseam from those who are commissioned to preach the 
Word. Is this Paul’s way? Is this John’s way? Is this 
Christ’s way? Then why should it be the way of our modern 
Timothys? Science at its utmost reach can never touch the 
sphere of the soul’s pressing wants. All its truths together 
can make no impression on a guilty conscience needing the 
Divine pardon. Nature is as dumb as any of its own stones 
“in the matter of the soul’s salvation. Then why meddle with 
‘it in the pulpit? Why bow to it as a teacher? Why be 
guilty of the blasphemy of putting it on a level with the Word 

‘of God? 

pe Ttisas preachers depart from that Word that their 
“preaching becomes barren and fruitless. The Divine Spirit 
will only accompany the Divine Word. His mighty power 
will act only in\ His own way and by His own means. The 
_ Word is supernatural, and woe to the preacher who leaves 
the supernatural for the natural; who sets aside the sword 
_ of the Spirit to use in its stead a blade of his own tempering! 
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CHAPTER IX 


MORMONISM: ITS ORIGIN, CHARACTERISTICS, | 
AND DOCTRINES | 

‘BY REV. R. G. MCNIECE, D. D., 

FOR TWENTY YEARS PRIOR TO 1897, PASTOR OF FIRST PRESBY-— 


TERIAN CHURCH, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH \ 


The writer has lived in Salt Lake City, the official head- 
quarters of Mormonism, for over thirty years, and he has im- 
proved the opportunity to secure a complete understanding of 
the system. In the great Tabernacle in Salt Lake City, during — 
a whole generation, he has heard Mormonism expounded 
and defended, again and again, by its chief officials—by 
President Brigham Young, and President John Taylor, and 
their successors, Wilford Woodruff, Lorenzo Snow, and 
Joseph F. Smith. In various Mormon meeting-houses, also, 
from Idaho to Arizona, he has heard the system set forth 
by many of its chief apostles, bishops, and elders. 

Furthermore, the writer has diligently studied the chief 
official books of Mormonism, especially the “Book of Mor- 
mon”, the “Doctrine and Covenants”, the “Pearl of Great 
Price”, and, supplementing these, the Mormon Catechism, 
Elder Robert’s “New Witness for God”, Professor Talmage’s 
“Lectures on the Articles of Faith”, the works of Apostle 
Orson Pratt, Lucy Smith’s “History of the Prophet Joseph”, 
and the Autobiography of Joseph Smith. And besides he 
has read a great mass of pamphlets and articles by Mormon 
officials. The standpoint of the writer is that of friendly 
sympathy and good-will toward the men and women among 
the common people in the Mormon ranks, whose sincerity 
he has no desire to call in question. But since Mormonism 
keeps from 1,500 to 2,000 missionaries scattered up and down | 
the country, propagating this most erroneous and harmful sys- 
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tem, organizing Mormon meetings, and separating families, 
in the Eastern, Middle, Southern and Northwestern States, 
patriotic and Christian people everywhere need to have a 
clear idea of what Mormonism really is, and the shameful way 
in which it dishonors the Bible and the Christian religion, so 
that they can help to protect their own communities from the 
curse. And it is impossible to understand its character, with- 
out understanding its origin, so let us consider that first. 


THE ORIGIN OF THE MORMON SYSTEM 


1. As am organization, it is only eighty-two years old, 
going back to April, 1830. About this time, or a few months 
before, the Book of Mormon was published; and on April 
6th, 1830, the Mormon Church was organized with six mem- 
bers, in Fayette, Seneca County, New York. Notwithstand- 
ing the long-continued effort to surround this origin with great 

“mystery, and various spectacular fireworks from heaven, as 
manipulated by Joseph Smith, there is no mystery about it. 
The period of eighty-two years is not long enough to take 
us back to the region of mystery. 

2. The two main sources of its origin: The first source 
is a group of three designing men, who put their profane 
_ wits together to palm off on various communities in New 
' York, Pennsylvania and Ohio, this crude, bogus, man-made 
yy system under the garb of Christian phraseology, in order 
to deceive the unthinking. 


ia 


- Peoplé in general think of Joseph Smith as the one man 
above all others who originated the Mormon System. But the 
‘ facts are solid against such a proposition, Smith was igno- 
rant and illiterate, hardly able to read until after he was a 
grown man. He knew practically nothing about the Bible, 
a according to his mother’s statement, and there is no substan- 
tial evidence in his life and conduct that he ever had any re- 
— ligion in his heart. 

A religious man, however erratic he might be, who had 
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been trained in the Bible and in theology, was needed to give 
the bogus system some kind of religious setting. The only 
man connected with the scheme from its very beginning, long 
before the public organization, who had any such qualifications, 
was the Rev. Sidney Rigdon. About 1819, when 26 years of 
age, he was licensed to preach as a Baptist minister, and in 
1821 became pastor of a small Baptist church in Pittsburg. 
He was an interesting speaker, but very erratic, and con- 
stantly presenting all sorts of wild and startling theories 
which unsettled the people. In 1824 he was deposed from 
the Baptist denomination because he was unwilling to work 
in harmony with its leaders. About two years later, he be- 
came a minister of the Campbellite denomination, and came 
under the powerful influence of that strong man, Alexander 
Campbell, who thoroughly indoctrinated him in all the doc- 
trines and views peculiar at that time to the denomination. But 


Rigdon quarreled with Campbell, and argued if the latter could _ 


secure fame and authority for himself by organizing a new 
church, then he, Rigdon, could secure still greater fame and 


authority by giving to the world both a new revelation and 


a new religion, through the Book of Mormon. 

The two unprincipled men who assisted Rigdon in work- 
ing out this scheme were Parley P. Pratt, who after- 
wards became one of the twelve apostles, and Joseph Smith. 
Pratt furnished the mental and moral audacity necessary to 
propagate such a dishonest scheme, and Joseph Smith fur- 
nished the avaricious cunning, which enabled him to so com- 
mercialize the whole affair that the great bulk of the financial 
profit and of the ecclesiastical power fell into his hands, 


He occupied a subordinate place only until Rigdon could — 


put the spurious Book of Mormon into its present shape. 
But just as soon as the church was organized, Joseph Smith 


seized the reins of power, rode rough-shod over everything » 
and everybody that stood in his way, and did not lay down 


the-power until his death in June, 1844. 
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The kind of man Pratt was is illustrated by the fact that 
he lost his life in 1857 near Fort Gibson, Arkansas, at the 
muzzle of a shot-gun in the hands of an enraged husband, 
whose wife Pratt had induced to desert her home and her 
children, and go with him to Utah as one of his plural wives. 

These three unprincipled men were the fabricators of the 
Mormon system. 


THE CHARACTERISTICS OF MORMONISM, WHICH 
MAKE IT WHAT IT IS 


1. Jt is a strongly anti-American system. By that is 
meant that it flatly contradicts the fundamental principles 
of our free, representative government, by insisting that 
‘priesthood government in civil affairs is the only rightful 
government in this country, or any country. Apostle Orson 
Pratt, speaking for the Mormon Church, thus lays down the 
law: 

“The kingdom of God [by which he means the Mormon 
priesthood] is an order of government established by Divine 
authority. . . . All other governments are illegal and un- 
authorized. . . . Any people attempting to govern them- 
selves by laws of their own making, and by officers of their 
own appointment, are in direct rebellion against the kingdom 
of God”. (Orson Pratt’s Works, p. 41.) 

_ Nothing is left undone to magnify the power and au- 


; thority of the priesthood, and the people are instructed that 


j 


to disobey the priesthood is the same as disobeying God. One 


of the official books of the church thus sets forth this ex- 


‘travagant and blasphemous claim: “Men who hold the 
priesthood possess Divine authority thus to act for God; and 
by possessing part of God’s power, they are in reality part 


of God; . . . and those who reject it, reject God, even 


the power of God”. (“New Witness for God,” p. 187.) 


This tyrannical priesthood dictates and controls all the 


affairs of the people in the average Mormon community. 
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2. The Mormon System is thoroughly anti-Christian. 
While appropriating to itself Christian phraseology, and 
New Testament names and forms, it perverts or denies 
every fundamental doctrine of the Christian religion. It 
not only denies but ridicules the Christian doctrine of the 
spirituality of God, and teaches the people that He is a big 


man like Brigham Young. For Mormonism teaches that Adam — 


is the god of this world. It denies that Christ’s atonement has 
anything to do with our sins, but only with the sins of Adam, 


To get rid of our sins, we must work out our salvation through 


the teachings, and forms, and ordinances of the Mormon 
Church, with its multiplied baptisms for the dead. 
3. Mormonism is a deliberate counterfeit of the Christian 


religion, intended to deceive the ignorant. It calls itself, 


“The Church of Jesus Christ”, a name to which it can lay no 
‘claim. The term “Church” is a Christian name and belongs 
alone to Christians—to those who are loyal to the Christian 
Church, to Jestis Christ as the Divine and only head of the 


Church, and to the Bible as the supreme and only revelation ‘ 


from God. 


(1) Mormonism tries to palm off on the world a sounbens 


feit prophet in the person of Joseph Smith. He had all the 
marks of a counterfeit or false prophet, and not one of the 
marks of a true prophet. In prophetic times, what were the 
marks of a true prophet? In the first place, he was a man of 
pure and upright life; he was noted for spirituality of mind, so 


that he could discern spiritual truth and teach it to others. He 


was loyal to God, everywhere and always, and he never made — 
merchandise of his prophetic office. Joseph Smith was just — 
the very opposite of this. Instead of living a pure and upright — 
life, he was immoral and wicked, as we shall presently see. He — 
had no spirituality whatever, and he constantly made mer- — 


chandise of his pretended prophetic position, so that it secured 


for him houses and lands, and valuable corner-lots and lucra- — 
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tive offices, such as the office of mayor, municipal magistrate, 
municipal judge, lieutenant-general of the Nauvoo Legion, and 
the nomination to be president. 

The Mormon people have allowed themselves to be griev- 
ously deceived by his Autobiography, written in 1838. He 
tries to make out that when he was fifteen, he was a pious, 
praying youth, greatly concerned about religion, and especially 
troubled because there were so many Raligienn sects, he could 
not tell which one to join. 

Now let us see what Joseph Smith’s immediate neighbors 
have to say about his character. There is no lack of evidence. 
Joseph Smith’s father and mother, with the other children, 
removed from Vermont to Palmyra, Ontario County, New 
York, in the summer of 1815. They were fortune-tellers, 
dreamers, vision-seers. The father was a money-digger, and 
the son Joseph became famous all through that region as a 
money-digger. Young Joseph was about eleven years old at 
this time, having been born in Sharon, Vermont, Dec. 23, 1805. 
After two or three years they moved about three miles south 
to Manchester, where they lived up to 1830. Take first the 
testimony of Pomeroy Tucker, editor of the “Wayne Sen- 
tinel,” at Palmyra, on whose press the first edition of the 
Book of Mormon was printed. Says Mr. Tucker: “At this 
period [from 1820 to 1830] in the life and career of Joseph 
Smith, Jr., or ‘Joe Smith’, as he was universally named, and 
‘the Smith family, they were popularly regarded as an illiterate, 
_whisky-drinking, irreligious race of people; the first named, 
the chief subject of this biography, being unanimously voted 
the laziest and most worthless of the generation, . . . He 
could utter the most palpable exaggeration, or marvelous 
“absurdity, with the utmost apparent gravity”. (‘“Origin, Rise 
and Progress of Mormonism”, p. 16.) 

_In 1833 sixty-two residents of Palmyra made affidavit, over 
their own signatures, to the following statements: 
ee “We, the undersigned, have been acquainted with the Smith 
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family for a number of years while they resided near this 
place, and we have no hesitation in saying that we consider 
them destitute of that moral character which ought to entitle 
them to the confidence of any community. . . . Joseph 
Smith, Sr., and his son Joseph, were, in particular, considered 
entirely destitute of moral character and addicted to vicious 
habits”. There is much more evidence of a similar character. 

(2) Mormonism tries to palm off on the world a counter- 
fett Bible, which it calls the “Book of Mormon” and sets forth 
as a revelation from God, putting it on the same level with our 
own Christian Bible, placing the two side by side in the Mor- 
mon pulpit. Now the Book of Mormon is simply a poor and 
weak imitation of our English Bibie—a lifeless. counterfeit. 
Where did the Book of Mormon come from? t 

Let all that absurd, fictitious yarn of Joseph Smith, about — 
an angel disclosing to him the box hidden in the hill of 
Cumorah, New York, on whose golden plates, in the reformed 
Egyptian language, was contained the material out of which he © 
translated the Book of Mormon—let all that be cut out as 
having not a particle of foundation. There was no angel. The 
only plates Joseph Smith ever dug out of the hill of Cumorah, 
or any other hill, were put there by himself or by one of his 
agents. While the literature in regard to the origin of the Book 
of Mormon is quite voluminous, the real facts about its origin 
can be stated in small compass. In 1808-09 the Rev. Solomon 
Spaulding settled down as a citizen in the town of Conneaut, 
in northeastern Ohio. He was a man of education, having 
graduated from Dartmouth College in New Hampshire in 
1785. He studied theology, and for a number of years was a 
minister of one of the Christian denominations in western New 
York. He had given up preaching, and had settled down in 
Conneaut as a business man, seeking to establish an iron 
foundry. ys a 

Being fond of Bible literature and religious romance and — 
archaeology, he became interested in the many Indian mounds 
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in that region, and especially in their builders. This led him to 
plan a religious romance, in which he brought a colony of the 
Lost Tribes from Jersualem into this country, where they 
developed into two nations, the Nephites and the Lamanites, a 
purely imaginary people. The Book of Mormon, composed of 
fifteen different books, gives an account of their wanderings, 
hardships and battles. The records are alleged to have been 
written on plates of brass. These plates begin to jingle on the 
second page of the Book of Mormon, and they continue to. 


jingle until they are finally sealed up and hidden away in the 


hill of Cumorah, near Palmyra, in 420 A. D. 

Now there are ten intelligent witnesses, who stated over 
their affidavit in 1833, when the subject was fresh in min‘, 
that about 1811-12, they heard Solomon Spaulding reading a 
religious story from the “Manuscript Found”, trying to show 
that the American Indians are the descendants of the Lost 
Tribes. They remembered the quaint phraseology, and the 
queer names, Lehi, Nephi, Jarom, Moroni, and the rest. The 
expression, “and it came to pass”, occurred so often, the boys 
nick-named Spaulding, “Old Come-to-Pass”. When the Book 
of Mormon was published these witnesses identified at once 


the queer names and phraseology. When Esquire Wright 


heard the Book of Mormon read in Conneaut he exclaimed, 


. i$ ‘Old Come-to-Pass’ has come to life again”. These witnesses 
were John Spaulding, brother of Solomon, his wife Martha 


Spaulding, Henry Lake, business partner of Solomon 


- Spaulding, John N. Miller, who worked for Spaulding, 
- Aaron Wright, Oliver Smith, and Naham Howard, three 


‘of Spaulding’s neighbors, and Artemas Cunningham, of 


- Geauga County, who visited Spaulding in October, 1811, to 
collect a debt. Spaulding showed him a story he was writing 
_ about the lost tribes. Mr. Cunningham spent half the night 
- listening to the story. When the Book of Mormon appeared 

he recognized that in outline it was the same thing that Spauld- 


4 


ing had read to him. The two other witnesses are the widow 
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of Solomon Spaulding, and Mr. Joseph Miller, of Amity, Pa., 


where Spaulding died. 
The evidence clearly shows that the Book of Mormon grew 


Se ne 


out of Spaulding’s story, but the defenders of Mormonism 5 


lose their mental balance whenever this subject is mentioned, 
and they treat it dishonestly. They say: “We have the 
Spaulding manuscript in the Oberlin College Library, brought 
back from Honolulu in 1884 by President Fairchild, and there 
is no connection between it and the Book of Mormon”. Cer- 
tainly not. No person well informed about the history of Mor- 
monism ever claimed that there is any connection. But why 
say, “We have the Spaulding Manuscript”? All that the facts 
warrant is, “There is a Spaulding manuscript in Oberlin”, 


and the possession of that manuscript will afford no help to 


the defenders of Mormonism against the plagiarism of the 
book until they do one thing which they are unable to do; 


namely, establish a general negative, and show that this manu- — 
script in Oberlin College Library is the only manuscript which | 


Solomon Spaulding ever wrote. This can not be done, for 
there is conclusive evidence that he wrote three or four manu- 


scripts, and one of them was the “Manuscript Found”, which » 


he read to his neighbors, and which formed the basis of the 


Book of Mormon. So when the champions of Mormonism — 


say: “The Book of Mormon could not have grown out of the 
Spaulding manuscript, for that manuscript is in Oberlin, and 


there is no connection between it and the Book of Mormon”, 


they take a dishonest position by falsely assuming that this is 
the only manuscript Spaulding wrote, whereas there is positive 
evidence that he wrote several manuscripts. The fact, there- 
fore, is established by abundant evidence that the Book of 
Mormon is a plagiarism from Spaulding’s religious romance. 

Just when Rigdon, Pratt, and Smith first met and con- 
cocted the dishonest scheme of the buried plates is not alto- 
gether clear, probably about 1827. A strenuous attempt has 
been made to show that Rigdon and Pratt had no knowledge 


| 


we ee See ee 


b. 
ig 
Y 
7, 
3 


wd 


a 


Mormonism: Its Origin and Doctrines 119 


of the Book of Mormon until its publication, and they go 
through the wretched farce of pretending to be converted to 
Mormonism after the Book of Mormon had been published, 
which they say they knew nothing about before, although 
evidence shows that they both had been in the scheme to pub- 
lish it since 1827. What a set of deceivers! 
The one important fact is the plagiarism of the Book of 
Mormon from the Spaulding romance, entitled “Manuscript 
- Found”. It is not specially important to know who edited the 
. Spaulding story, and developed it into the present Book of 
Mormon. But all the evidence points to Sidney Rigdon, and 
it points to no one else. The evidence shows the following 
things: That a copy of the Spaulding manuscript was in the 
printing office of Patterson and Lambdin, in Pittsburg, for a 
good while after 1814; that Rigdon and Lambdin were on 
intimate terms from 1818 to the death of Lambdin in August, 
1825; that more than two years before the publication of the 
- Book of Mormon, Rigdon had spoken to several of his friends 
about the coming publication of a book from golden plates, 
_ which would produce a great religious revolution. During 
i these two years Rigdon was preaching wild and startling | 
doctrines, afterwards found in the Book of Mormon. 

Any one familiar with the peculiar Campbellite doctrines 
of that time can not read far into the Book of Mormon with- 
out discovering that the author had been a Campbellite. His 

_ “speech bewrayeth” him in the employment of phraseology to 
which he had become accustomed while associated with the 
brethren of that denomination. Furthermore, the book is full of | 
Rigdon’s own peculiar views. He deserves credit, however, 
for making the Book of Mormon condemn polygamy, and for 
condemning it himself, which brought him into sharp conflict 

with both Joseph Smith and his successor, Brigham Young. 

. (3) Mormonism imposes upon the people a counterfeit 

_ priesthood, which it calls the “Melchisedek and Aaronic priest- 

hood”, although there never was any Melchisedek order of 
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priesthood. There was one man by that name, beth a king and 
a priest, without predecessor or successor, and so chosen as a 
type of the priesthood of the Son of God. The Aaronic priest-_ 
hood descended from father to son, in a marvelous way, for 
forty-five generations, until all priesthood was fulfilled in Jesus 
Christ. Since the one perfect sacrifice of Himself made by 
our great High Priest, Jesus Christ, any person who pretends 
to be a priest and claims the right to stand between us and » 
God, is what our Saviour calls “a thief and a robber”. What 
a bogus priesthood this pretended Mormon priesthood is! It — 
has no more right to administer the Christian ordinances of 
baptism and the Lord’s Supper, than any other group of 
unprincipled men who repudiate Jesus Christ as the Divine 


Head of the Church, and go through the blasphemous farce of _ 


electing themselves members of “the holy priesthood”. And 
yet Mormons tremble at the dictates of this bogus priesthood, 


and fear to exercise the freedom of opinion which is their \ 


right. The 7th, 8th, 9th, and 10th Chapters of Hebrews give 
us Divine instruction as to the fact that all priesthood was 
forever fulfilled, and came to an end in Jesus Christ. 
4, Mormonism imposes upon the people a counterfett — 
group of apostles. 
It requires four things to make a true apostle: 
First, He must have been acquainted with Jesus Christ 
before His crucifixion. R 
Second, He must have seen Christ after His resurrection 
from the dead. wid 
Third, He must have received his commission as an apostle 
directly from Christ, as Divine Head of the Church. 
Fourth, He must be able to work miracies to show that 
God sent him. “ 
So that any group of men now who say they are apostles, | 
are simply willful deceivers, and the truth is not in them. 


THE DOCTRINES OF THE MORMON SYSTEM 
All that has been said under the preceding division about 


‘ 
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the characteristics of Mormonism, has been a setting forth of 
its false and anti-Scriptural teachings on the four important 
subjects of prophecy, revelation, Divine authority of the bogus 
priesthood, and the bogus apostles. The Mormon Church does 
not publish its peculiar teachings and beliefs. If it did, it 
would gain no more converts; it waits until its converts are 
thoroughly entrapped before its peculiar doctrines are dis- 
closed. Its whole system is carried on, so far as new converts 


are concerned, by means of the most systematic deception. Its 
missionaries wear black frock coats and white cravats so that 
_the people are deceived into supposing that they are Christian 


ministers. 

In the Spring of 1844, when the Mormon Church was 
being severely condemned all over the country, John Went- 
worth, who was publishing a paper in Chicago, asked Joseph 
Smith to state what the Mormons believe. Smith and some of 


_ his associates put their heads together, and sent out thirteen 
articles as a summary of Mormon belief. It is simply another 


piece of deception, for these articles do not contain one doc- 
trine peculiar to Mormonism, but are rather a summary of 
doctrines held by the Christian denominations. And yet they 
stand today as representing Mormon belief. When we come 
to test these articles by the official books of Mormonism, we 
find they are thoroughly deeciving. Let us take up the first 


_ six or seven of these pretended articles of belief, and see how 
misleading they are. 


“ARTICLE 1. WE BELIEVE IN GOD THE ETERNAL FATHER, 
AND IN HIS SON JESUS CHRIST, AND IN THE HOLY GHOST.” 
1. By God the eternal Father, the Mormon officials mean 


Adam. (For convenience we will use the following abbrevia- 


tions: B. of M. for Book of Mormon; D. & C. for Doctrine 


1 and Covenants; P. G. P. for Pearl of Great Price; Comp. for 
Compendium of Mormon Doctrine; Key, for Pratt’s Key to 
_ Theol.; J. of D. for Journal of Discourses—volumes of Mor- 


mon Sermons; and M. C. for Mormon Catechism.) Brigham 
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Young taught that Adam was promoted to be the god of this 


world: “He (Adam) is our Father and our God, and the only 
God with whom we have to do”. (J. of D., Vol. I, p. 50.) 

2. This Adam-god is a polygamist, “When our Father 
Adam came into the garden of Eden, he came into it with a 
celestial body, and brought Eve, one of his wives, with hima”. 
(Brigham Young, J. of D., I, 50.) 


3. The Mormon officials teach that those who build up 


large polygamous establishments on earth, will be promoted to 
be gods in the heavenly world, and will rule over kingdoms. 
Take this heathen teaching of Joseph Smith: “God Himself 
was once as we are now, and is an exalted Man [in other 
words, simply a big Mormon]. . . . And you have got to 
learn how to be gods yourselves, the same as all gods have 
done before you”. (J. of D., VI, 4; Comp. 283.) 


4. It will be seen that Mormonism believes in many — . 


gods. “Are there more gods than one? Yes, many”. 


(Catechism. ) 
5. These gods continue to have children forever. “Each 


god, through his wife or wives, raises up a numerous family of 


sons and daughters, . . . for each father and mother 
will be in a condition to multiply forever and ever”. (The 
Seer, 1, 37.) This is directly contrary to our Saviour’s teach- _ 


ing in Mark 12:25: “For when they shall rise from the dead, 


they neither marry nor are given in marriage; but are as Ms 


angels which are in heaven”. 


It seems incredible that such dishonoring heathentst views — 


of God, the Almighty Creator and Governor of the world, 
should be held and propagated in Christian America, by an 


organization calling itself “The Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day Saints”. Paul’s statement in Rom. 1:21-24 seems 


- verified in them. 


6. They teach that the Holy Spirit is a kind of ethereal 
substance diffused through space. “The purest, most refined — 


and subtle of all these substances (such as electricity, galvan- 


wat 
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ism, magnetism) . . . is that substance called the Holy 
Spats (Key) :p.39.) 

How refreshing to turn to the Divine Word and read its 
convincing and authoritative teachings about God. We read 
in Gen. 1:1: “In the beginning God created the heaven and 


-. the earth”; in Deut. 6:4: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God 


is one Lord”; in Psa. 104:1: “O Lord my God, Thou art very 
great; Thou art clothed with honor and majesty”; in Isa. 45:5: 
“T am the Lord, and there is none else’’; in John 4:24: “God is 
a Spirit, and they that worship Him must worship Him in spirit 
and in truth”; in John 14:26: “But the Comforter, which is the 
Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in My name, He shall 
teach you all things, and bring all things to your remembrance 
whatsoever I have said unto you”. The Holy Spirit, then, is 
a Divine Person, and not an “ethereal substance”. ‘ 

- “ARTICLE 2, WE BELIEVE THAT MEN WILL BE PUNISHED 
_ FOR THEIR OWN SINS, AND NOT FOR ADAM’S TRANSGRESSIONS.” 
_- But that is very different from holding that Adam did not 
_ transgress the law of God. Here is the teaching of the Mor- 
mon Catechism: ‘Was it necessary that Adam should partake 
‘of the forbidden fruit? Yes, unless he had done so, he would 
not have known good and evil here, neither could he have had 
mortal posterity”. 

“Ts it proper for us to consider the transgression of Adam 
and Eve as a grievous calamity, and that all mankind would 
have been infinitely more happy if the Fall had not occurred? 
No, but we ought to consider the Fall of our first parents as 

one of the great steps to eternal exaltation and happiness”. 
- (Catechism, Chapter 8.) What saith the Scriptures: “If we 
say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is 
not in us” (1 John 1:8). “Wherefore as by one man [Adam] 
sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death 
passed upon all men, for that all have sinned” (Rom. 5:12). 
“For the wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal 
life, through Jesus Christ our Lord”. 
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“ARTICLE 3. WE BELIEVE THAT THROUGH THE ATONEMENT 
OF JESUS CHRIST ALL MANKIND MAY BE SAVED, BY OBEDIENCE 
TO THE LAWS AND ORDINANCES OF THE GOSPEL”. 

1. That is, the bogus Mormon Gospel. According to the 
official teachings of Mormonism, who was Jesus Christ? The 
son of Adam-god and Mary. “The Father has begotten him 
in his own likeness. He was not begotten of the Holy Ghost. 
And who is the Father? He is the first of the human family”. 
(Brigham Young, J. of D., I, 50.) 

2. Christ is represented as having plural wives. “We say 
it was Jesus Christ who was married (at Cana to the Marys 
and Martha), whereby He could see His seed before He was 
crucified” (Apostle O. Hyde, Sermon). 

“The atonement made by Jesus Christ brought about the 
resurrection from the dead, and restored life”. (B. of M. 
Alma, 42:23.) “Redemption from personal sins can only be 
obtained through obedience to the requirements of the Gospel 
[Mormon ceremonies] and a life of good works”. 

“Will all the people be damned who are not Latter-Day 
Saints? Yes, and a great many of them except they repent 
speedily”. (Brigham Young, J. of D., I, 339.) Our Saviour 
said: “For God sent not His Son into the world to condemn 
the world, but that through Him the world might be saved”. 

“ARTICLE 4, WE BELIEVE THAT THE FIRST PRINCIPLES AND - 
ORDINANCES OF THE BIBLE ARE: First, Faith in the Lord 
Jesus Christ; Second, Repentance; Third, Baptism by Im- 
mersion for the Remission of Sins; Fourth, Laying on of 
Hands for the Gift of the Holy Ghost.” 

1. “The sectarian doctrine of justification by faith alone 
has exercised an influence for evil since the early days of — 
Christianity”. (Talmage’s Articles of Faith, p. 120.) Paul. 
says: “For ye are all the children of God by faith in Jesus 
Christ” (Gal. 3:26). t 

2. How to obtain the: Holy Spirit: “There is a set mode 


by which this great gift (the Holy Spirit) is conferred upon 


a 
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mankind . . .. the laying on of hands by men who have 
themselves received it, and have been called of God and 
ordained to administer it”. (That means the Mormon priest- 
hood.) Our Saviour said: “How much more shall your 
Heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them who ask Him”. 
The Holy Spirit, our Saviour teaches, is given in answer to 
prayer, and is not dependent on the priesthood of the Mormon 
_ Church, or any other church. 

“ARTICLE 5. WE BELIEVE THAT A MAN MUST BE CALLED OF 
GOD BY PROPHECY, AND BY THE LAYING ON OF HANDS, BY 
THOSE WHO ARE IN AUTHORITY, TO PREACH THE GOSPEL AND 
ADMINISTER IN THE ORDINANCES THEREOF.” 

According to Mormonism, the only persons who have any 
right to administer the ordinances of Baptism and the Lord’s 
Supper are the representatives of the Mormon priesthood. It 
unchurches all the Christian denominations, and impudently 
claims that the Mormon Church is the only true church; 
whereas it is not a church at all in the New Testament sense, 
and has no more authority than Dowie had, or Mrs. Eddy. Its 


priesthood is bogus in its origin and its authority. They are 


what our Saviour calls “thieves and robbers”. 

Paul says in Eph. 4:11, 12: “And He [Christ] gave some 
apostles ; and some prophets; and some evangelists ; and some 
- pastors and teachers; for the perfecting of the saints, for the 
work of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ.” 
“ARTICLE 6. WE BELIEVE IN THE SAME ORGANIZATION 
THAT EXISTED IN THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH, NAMELY, APOSTLES, 
PROPHETS, PASTORS, TEACHERS, EVANGELISTS, ETC.” : 

We have shown that it is impossible for men to be true 
apostles now. Nor is there any warrant in the New Testa- 
ment for such bogus officials as the “First Presidency of the 
Church”, with its two Counsellors, or for the “High Council”, 
with its despotic methods. 

~The Mormon Church pronounces damnation upon Chris- 
‘tian believers who receive baptism from the hands of Christian 
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ministers. ‘“‘Any person who shall be so wicked as to receive 
a holy ordinance of the Gospel from the ministers of these 
apostate [Christian] churches, will be sent down to hell with 
them unless he repents of the unholy and impious act”. (The 
Seer, Vols. 1 & 2, p. 255.) Our Saviour said to His disciples, 
and to all who should become His disciples to the end of time, 
in Matt. 28:19: “Go ye therefore and teach all nations, baptiz-_ 
ing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the lob Ghost”. : 
“ARTICLE 7. WE BELIEVE IN THE GIFT OF ‘TONGUES, 
PROPHECY, VISIONS, HEALING, INTERPRETATION OF .2NGUES.” 
“ARTICLE 8, WE BELIEVE THE BIBLE TO BE THE WORD OF 
GOD, SO FAR AS IT IS CORRECTLY TRANSLATED; WE ALSO BELIEVE 
THE BOOK OF MORMON TO BE THE WORD OF GOD.” 
1. The priesthood can make additional Scriptures: “Wil- — 
ford Woodruff isa prophet, . . . and he can make 
Scriptures as good as those in the Bible”. (Apostle J. W. 
Taylor, Conference, Salt Lake, April 5, 97.) “The living 
oracles [pretended priestly revelations] are worth more to the 
Latter-Day Saints than all the Bibles”. (Apostle M. W. Mer- 
rill, Conference, Salt Lake, Oct., 97.) ; 
2. Paul tells us, on the other hand, in 2 Tim. 3:16, that 
all genuine Scripture “‘is given by inspiration of God”. 


_ The disgusting doctrine of plural marriage is omitted from. 


these Articles of Faith. But it still stands in the Book of 
Doctrine. and Covenants as a revelation from God to be 
observed under pain of eternal damnation. Yet as Mrs. Orson” 
Pratt said: “This pretended revelation was simply a dishonest 
trick on the part of Joseph Smith to cloak over his own wicked 
and immoral life, and to keep the peace in his household”. 
{t will be seen that the Mormon people are required to accept 
the pretended revelation sanctioning plural marriage, on pain 
of eternal damnation, from the following quotation from this 
bogus revelation which still stands in their official book: 

“For behold I reveal unto you a new and an everlasting 
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covenant; and if you abide not that covenant then are you 
damned: for no one can reject this covenant and be permitted 
to enter into My glory. . . : And again, as pertaining to 
the law of the Priesthood, if any man espouse a virgin and 
desire to espouse another, and the first give her consent; and 
if he espouse the second and they are virgins and have vowed 
to no other man, then he is justified; for he cannot commit 
adultery with that that belongeth unto him and to none else; 
and if he have ten virgins given unto him by this law, he can- 


i not commit adultery, for they belong unto him; and they are 
given unto him; therefore is he justified.” (“Doctrine and 


~ Covenants,” chap. 132.) 
. Now, what is this but.a depraved and cunning bribe to 
every kind of social immorality? And that has been its direct 
result for two generations, with the iniquity still going on. 
It is difficult for any one to study this Mormon system as a 


i whole, without coming to the conclusion that there is some- 
thing in it beyond the power of man, something positively 





Satanic. And does it not seem to be.a reproach on the Chris- 
tian churches of this country that, after eighty years, such a 
_ system of downright heathenism should still hold the people of 
one of the great states of the West in absolute bondage, and 
through its hierarchical power, by means of colonization, be 
able to influence the election of senators and representatives in 
‘Congress from five other states? This latter fact makes it a 


national and not a local problem. The one important thing to 


be done is to double the Christian missionary forces in Utah, 


in order to bring deliverance to those who are in bondage. 
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